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Extended	 Abstract:	 This	 dissertation	 concentrates	 on	 Roman	 Jakobson’s	 widespread	
classification	 of	 translational	 relations,	 which	 distinguishes	 intra-,	 interlingual,	 and	
intersemiotic	 translation.	Albeit	part	of	a	 tripartition,	 it	 is	 the	distinction	between	 intra-	and	
interlingual	 translation	 that	 is	 central	 to	 this	 investigation.	 Inspired	 by	 the	 case	 of	 Serbo-
Croatian’s	 administrative	 substitution	with	 a	 greater	 number	 of	 individual	 languages	 –	 this	
dissertation	 argues	 that	 intra-	 and	 interlingual	 translation	 are	 not	 stable	 relations,	 further	
asserting	that	they	are	parasitic	primarily	on	the	definition	and	delimitation	of	language.	
Jakobson’s	 notions	 of	 intra-	 and	 interlingual	 translation	 are	 investigated	 through	 a	
twofold	prism	–	of	linguistic	fluidity	and	literary	circulation.	On	the	one	hand,	linguistic	fluidity	






	 The	 fundamental	aim	of	 this	 thesis,	 therefore,	is	 to	diagnose	the	causes	and	effects	of	












Finally,	 the	 last	 hypothesis	 concerns	 the	 effects	 of	 linguistic	 instability	 by	 focusing	 on	 the	
international	circulation	of	literature:	
- Linguistic	discontinuity	hinders	literary	circulation.	












Chapter	 2	 Intra-	 and	 Interlingual	 Translation:	 Origin,	 Evolution,	 and	 Critique	 poses	 a	
review	of	current	scholarship	on	the	topic,	with	a	narrow	focus	on	the	theoretical	revisions	of	
Jakobson’s	notions	of	intra-	and	interlingual	translation.	Six	main	lines	of	critique	emerge:	the	
classification’s	 relationship	 with	 interpretation;	 its	 scope;	 its	 negligence	 regarding	 the	
translation	of	polysemiotic	mediums;	its	inattentiveness	to	the	uncertain	nature	of	linguistic	
 v	
borders;	 its	 implication	 concerning	 the	 minimal	 unit	 of	 translation;	 its	 assumption	 of	
monolingualism.	After	diagnosing	the	underexplored	areas	of	 study,	 the	 chapter	 locates	 the	
thesis’	principal	points	of	departure.	
Chapter	 3	 Methodological	 Overview	 explains	 the	 dissertation’s	 rationale	 for	
methodological	pluralism	–	citing	the	individual	methodologies’	limitations	and	the	project’s	
interdisciplinary	 nature.	 The	 chapter	 pays	 meticulous	 attention	 to	 each	 of	 the	 employed	
methodologies	 –	 sociolinguistic	 approach,	 close	 reading,	 comparative	 translation	 discourse	
analysis,	and	distant	reading.	
	 Chapter	4	Translational	Relations	in	a	Temporal	Context:	The	Folk	Ballad	Hasanaginica	
delves	 into	 the	 temporal	dimension	of	 translational	 relations’	 instability	by	 tracing	 the	 long	
history	of	the	folk	ballad	Hasanaginica.	As	the	language	identification	of	this	ballad	has	been	
the	subject	of	heated	debates,	 the	chapter	opens	with	a	 timeline	of	South	Slavic	 lects	under	
study	and	goes	on	to	outline	the	ballad’s	origins	and	context.	Hasanaginica,	which	precedes	any	


















and	 Croatian	 lect.	 The	 final	 part	 of	 this	 chapter	 analyses	 the	 complex	 ways	 in	 which	
fragmentation	 and	 heterogeneity	 affect	 linguistic	 borders	 and,	 by	 extension,	 translational	
relations.	
	 Chapter	 6	Translational	 Relations	 in	 a	 Textual	 Context:	 David	 Albahari’s	 Multilingual	






whereas	 the	 story’s	 English	 setting	 is	 represented	 through	 fictional	multilingualism.	 These	
relations	change	in	Elias-Bursać’s	translation:	on	the	one	hand,	the	English	language	no	longer	
intertwines	immaterially	but	physically	dominates	the	text;	on	the	other,	few	short	sentences	
in	 the	 Serbian	 Cyrillic	 script,	 together	 with	 the	 authentic	 Blackfoot	 phrases,	 remain	
untranslated	into	English.	This	chapter	reinforces	the	pertinence	of	a	contextual	framework	for	
the	 study	 of	 multilingual	 literature’s	 translational	 relations	 through	 the	 analysis	 of	 Elias-
Bursać’s	 multilingually	 and	 graphically	 aware	 translation,	 which	 disrupts	 the	 traditionally	




	 Chapter	 7	 Literary	 Circulation	 in	 the	 Context	 of	 Linguistic	 Discontinuity:	 Todd	 Hasak-
Lowy’s	 Short	 Story	 ‘The	Task	of	This	Translator’	 investigates	how	 literature	 circulates	 in	 the	
aftermath	 of	 linguistic	 discontinuity.	 Analysed	 against	 Todd	 Hasak-Lowy’s	 short	 story	 ‘The	
Task	 of	 This	 Translator’	 (2005),	 the	 chapter	 surveys	 the	 presence	 of	 Serbian	 literature	 in	
Anglophone	 countries,	 concentrating	 on	 the	 roles	 that	 educational	 institutions,	 publishing	
industry,	 and	 the	 reading	 public	 play	 in	 the	 processes	 of	 cultural	 cross-contamination.	 The	
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Rezime:	 Disertacija	 obrađuje	 naširoko	 prihvaćenu	 klasifikaciju	 prevodilačkih	 relacija,	
predloženu	 od	 strane	 lingviste	 Romana	 Jakobsona,	 koja	 razlikuje	 intra-,	 interlingvalno	 i	
intersemiotičko	prevođenje.	Mada	deo	tročlane	podele,	glavni	predmet	istraživanja	predstavlja	








jedinstvo	 i	 identitet	 čitavog	 jezika,	 ili	 na	mikro	 nivou,	 kada	 pisac	 namerno	 pomera	 granice	
unutar	višejezičnog	 teksta.	 S	druge	strane,	cirkulisanje	književnosti	 trebalo	bi	da	pomogne	u	
procenjivanju	posledica	ovih	pomeranja,	posebno	na	polju	kulture.	
	 Glavni	cilj	ovog	istraživanja	jeste	da	ispita	uzroke	i	posledice	nestabilnosti	prevodilačkih	












Najzad,	 poslednja	 hipoteza	 tiče	 se	 posledica	 lingvističke	 nestabilnosti	 po	 međunarodno	
cirkulisanje	književnosti:	
- Jezički	diskontinuitet	otežava	cirkulisanje	književnosti.	
Ovih	 pet	 hipoteza	 ispitivano	 je	 pomoću	 nekoliko	 metodologija:	 sociolingvističkog	 pristupa,	
bliskog	čitanja,	komparativne	prevodilačke	analize	diskursa	i	udaljenim	čitanjem.	
	 Disertacija	 se	 sastoji	 od	 četiri	 dela:	 I	 Uvod	 (poglavlja	 1,	 2,	 3);	 II	 Nestabilnost	
prevodilačkih	 relacija:	 uzroci	 (poglavlja	 4,	 5,	 6);	 III	 Nestabilnost	 prevodilačkih	 relacija:	
posledice	(poglavlje	7);	IV	Zaključci	(poglavlje	8).	Sledi	kratak	pregled	pojedinačnih	poglavlja,	
sa	posebnim	osvrtom	na	drugu	i	treću	celinu,	koje	čine	centralni	delo	rada.	
	 Prvo	 poglavlje	 Uvod	 upoznaje	 čitaoca	 sa	 kontekstom	 rada,	 iznosi	 argumentaciju,	
formuliše	 glavno	 pitanje	 istraživanja,	 kao	 i	 hipoteze,	 a	 zatim	 definiše	 teorijski	 okvir,	 obim	
istraživanja	i	terminologiju.	
	 Drugo	poglavlje	Intra-	i	interlingvalno	prevođenje:	poreklo,	evolucija	i	kritika	predstavlja	
pregled	 literature	 na	 datu	 temu,	 pri	 čemu	 je	 posebna	 pažnja	 usmerena	 na	 teorijska	
preispitivanja	Jakobsonovih	pojmova	intra-	i	interlingvalnog	prevođenja.	Izdvaja	se	šest	glavnih	
linija	 kritike:	 odnos	 Jakobsonove	 klasifikacije	 sa	 interpretacijom;	 obim;	 zanemarivanje	
kompleksnosti	 prevođenja	 polisemiotičkih	 medija;	 zanemarivanje	 nesigurnosti	 jezičkih	
granica;	implikacije	po	pitanju	minimalne	jedinice	prevođenja;	pretpostavka	monolingvalizma.	




metodološki	 pluralizam	 –	 navodeći	 ograničenja	 pojedinačnih	 metodologija,	 ali	 i	
interdisciplinarnu	 prirodu	 projekta.	 Posebna	 pažnja	 posvećena	 je	 svakoj	 od	 korišćenih	
metodologija	 –	 sociolingvističkom	 pristupu,	 bliskom	 čitanju,	 komparativnoj	 prevodilačkoj	
analizi	diskursa	i	udaljenom	čitanju.	
Četvrto	 poglavlje	 Prevodilačke	 relacije	 u	 vremenskom	 kontekstu:	 narodna	 balada	
Hasanaginica	 bavi	 se	 vremenskom	 dimenzijom	 nestabilnosti	 prevodilačkih	 relacija	 kroz	
ispitivanje	 viševekovne	 tradicije	 balade	Hasanaginice.	 Budući	 da	 je	 određivanje	 jezika	 ove	










Zdravka	 Šotre	 Zona	 Zamfirova	 prati	 ekranizaciju	 Zdravka	 Šotre	 (2002),	 rađenu	 po	 romanu	
Stevana	 Sremca	 Zona	 Zamfirova	 (1903),	 gde	 je	 većina	 dijaloga	 na	 prizrensko-timočkom	
dijalektu	srpskog	jezika.	Polazeći	od	tvrdnji	pojedinih	govornika	srpskog	da	im	je	interlingvalni	
prevod	na	hrvatski	pomogao	da	bolje	razumeju	delove	Zone	Zamfirove	koji	su	na	prizrensko-
timočkom,	 poglavlje	 nastoji	 da	 odgovori	 kako	 je	 moguće	 da	 govornik	 jednog	 jezika	 ima	
probleme	u	razumevanju	dijalekta	sopstvenog	jezika,	a	da	pri	tome	razume	prevod	na	zvanično	
strani	 jezik.	 U	 želji	 da	 oceni	 u	 kojoj	 meri	 intra-	 i	 interlingvalno	 prevođenje	 mogu	 biti	
destabilizovani	u	prostornom	kontekstu,	poglavlje	prvo	 ispituje	udaljenost	 i	bliskost	između	
standardnog	 srpskog,	 prizrensko-timočkog	 dijalekta	 i	 standardnog	 hrvatskog.	 Teorijsko	
razmatranje	upotpunjeno	je	empirijskom	studijom	gde	je	razumljivost	prizrensko-timočkog	i	







ove	 pripovetke	 pronalazimo	 u	 preseku	 tri	 jezika	 –	 srpskog,	 engleskog	 i	 severnoameričkog	
indijanskog	jezika	plemena	Crna	Noga	–	i	dva	pisma	–	latinice	i	ćirilice.	Tekst	prevashodno	na	
srpskom	 prošaran	 je	 rečima	 na	 indijanskom	 jeziku,	 dok	 je	 anglofoni	 kontekst	 pripovetke	
predstavljen	pomoću	fiktivnog	multilingvalizma.	Odnosi	među	jezicima	menjaju	se	u	prevodu	





inače	 predvidivo	 ponašanje	 „izvornika“	 i	 „ciljanika“.	 Najzad,	 poglavlje	 predlaže	 uvođenje	
prilagodljive	 minimalne	 jedinice	 prevođenja	 kako	 bi	 olakšala	 određivanje	 prevodilačkih	
relacija.	
Sedmo	 poglavlje	 Cirkulisanje	 književnosti	 u	 kontekstu	 jezičkog	 diskontinuiteta:	
pripovetka	 „Zadatak	 ovog	 prevodioca“	 Toda	 Hasaka-Luja	 istražuje	 posledice	 jezičkog	






tekstova	 čiji	 su	 autori	 prevashodno	 prevodioci,	 profesori	 i	 izdavači.	 Poglavlje	 dokazuje	 da	
delimičan	 uzrok	 smanjenog	 cirkulisanja	 srpske	 književnosti	 u	 transnacionalnom	 polju	
anglofonih	 zemalja	 leži	 u	 rascepu	srpskohrvatskog	 jezika,	 ali	 i	 lošem	prepoznavanju	 jezika-
naslednika	u	međunarodnim	krugovima.	
Osmo	poglavlje	Zaključci	ponavlja	glavne	rezultate	ovog	projekta	i	rezimira	argumente	
iznete	 u	 prethodnim	 poglavljima.	 Ukupni	 zaključci	 upotpunjeni	 su	 diskusijom	 originalnog	
naučnog	doprinosa	ove	teze,	a	na	samom	kraju	date	su	i	smernice	koje	bi	mogle	biti	od	koristi	
u	budućim	istraživanjima.	
Ključne	 reči:	 prevodilačke	 relacije,	 intralingvalno	 prevođenje,	 interlingvalno	 prevođenje,	
književno	 prevođenje,	 lingvistička	 fluidnost,	 višejezičnost,	 cirkulisanje	 književnosti,	
srpskohrvatski	jezik,	srpska	književnost,	anglofono	književno	polje.	
Naučne	oblasti:	studije	prevođenja,	lingvistika,	studije	književnosti.	




















































































































































country’s	 eventual	 disintegration	 during	 the	 early	 1990s	 lies	 in	 its	 leaders’	 inability	 to	
formulate	 a	 common	 political	 language,	 which	 would	 provide	 the	 necessary	 legitimation	
(Ramet	[2002]	2004,	3–4).	The	alliterative	phrase	is	similarly	foregrounded	in	the	title	of	Emily	
Apter’s	chapter	‘Balkan	Babel:	Translation	Zones,	Military	Zones’	from	The	Translation	Zone:	A	
New	 Comparative	 Literature	 (2006).	 There	 the	 author	 delves	 into	 the	 Balkan	 peninsula’s	

















respectively,	 the	 majority	 in	 other	 four	 constituent	 republics	 shared	 a	 common	 language:	
Serbo-Croatian	 (also	 called	 Serbo-Croat	 and	 Croato-Serbian).	 This	 polycentric	 South	 Slavic	
language	 had	 two	 standard	 varieties,	 Serbian	 and	 Croatian.	When	 the	 Yugoslav	 federation	
collapsed	in	the	early	1990s,	inducing	a	series	of	independence	wars	and	ethnic	conflicts,	not	





Croatian	monolith	 cracks,	 diffusing	 into	 a	 debatable	 number	 of	 individual	 languages	 –	 two,	




difference	 arises:	 mutual	 comprehension	 among	 Babelians	 becomes	 corrupt;	 that	 among	
former	Yugoslavs	survives	intact.	
Regardless	 of	 the	 divergence	 in	 understanding,	 the	 heirs	 of	 both	 structures	 face	 the	









dissertation.	 For	 now,	 the	 phrase	 ‘Balkan	Babel’	 should	 provide	 us	with	 a	 starting	 point	 in	
















Any	 attempt	 to	 compare	 different	 typologies	 must	 prove	 futile	 by	 virtue	 of	 their	 mutual	
incommensurability.	Envisaged	against	a	qualitatively	different	set	of	criteria,	their	distribution	
and	 application	 differ	 greatly.	 Considering	 the	 variety	 of	ways	 in	which	 translation	 can	 be	
classified,	 it	 is	 interesting	 that	 one	 typology	 has	 gained	much	more	 currency	 than	 the	 rest,	
especially	in	general	discussions	of	translation	(Toury	1986,	1113).	
Arguably,	 the	 most	 widespread	 classification	 of	 translation	 is	 that	 proposed	 by	 the	

















Albeit	part	of	a	 tripartition,	 it	 is	 the	distinction	between	 intra-	and	 interlingual	 translation	–	
featured	in	the	very	title	of	this	dissertation	–	that	will	be	central	to	our	investigation.	That	is	to	
say	that	the	dissertation	will	remain	primarily	in	the	domain	of	verbal	expression.	Jakobson’s	
‘three	 kinds	 of	 translation’	 are	 based	 on	 the	 ‘ways	 of	 interpreting	 a	 verbal	 sign’	 (Jakobson	
[1959]	2012,	127).	As	these	‘ha[ve]	been	worked	out	in	terms	of	the	relations	(differences	and	




of	 the	 shared	 tongue	 implies	 that	 language	 is	not	 as	 fixed	 an	 entity	 as	we	 usually	 imagine.	
Namely,	Serbian,	Croatian,	Bosnian,	and	Montenegrin	once	coexisted	as	different	varieties	of	
Serbo-Croatian.	Today	they	tend	to	be	regarded	as	separate	languages	–	despite	the	high	degree	
of	 mutual	 comprehensibility.	 The	 replacement	 of	 Serbo-Croatian	 with	 respective	 national	
languages	draws	attention	to	the	phenomenon	of	linguistic	fluidity.	Applying	the	metaphor	of	a	
river	 to	 a	 language	 sparkles	 the	 idea	 of	 constant	movement.	 This	mode	 of	 flux	 brings	 into	
question	whether	the	boundaries	between	languages	can	be	permanently	fixated.		
The	 presupposition	 that	 languages	 are	 constantly	 in	 flux	 exposes	 the	 rigid	 nature	of	











textual.	 It	 should	 be	 noted	 that	 this	 division	 is	 quite	 tentative	 –	 the	 temporal	 and	 spatial	
dimension	often	function	conjointly	and	cannot	be	strictly	separated.	This	thesis	also	asserts	
that	any	alteration	in	the	language’s	configuration	is	bound	to	directly	reflect	on	translational	





languages	 in	 a	 single	 text,	 producing	what	 scholars	 refer	 to	 as	multilingual	 literature.	 This	
dissertation	will	address	how	different	kinds	of	linguistic	instability	–	taking	place	in	any	of	the	
three	mentioned	contexts,	that	is	temporal,	spatial,	and	textual	–	affect	translational	relations	
between	and	within	 languages.	 In	addition,	 it	will	attempt	to	evaluate	the	broader	 impact	of	
these	instabilities.	
The	 fundamental	aim	of	 this	 thesis,	 therefore,	is	 to	diagnose	the	causes	and	effects	of	
translational	 relations’	 instability.	 For	 the	 sake	 of	 supporting	 the	 argumentation,	 the	
dissertation	plans	to	test	 five	hypotheses	altogether.	As	many	as	 three	will	be	considered	in	
regard	to	the	causes	of	 linguistic	borders’	 instability	–	 these	will	be	repeatedly	discussed	 in	
	 6	

































that	 of	 Balkan	Babel	 can	 have	 a	 profound	 impact	 on	 various	 spheres,	 this	 dissertation	will	






different	 methodologies:	 sociolinguistic	 approach	 (Chapter	 4	 and	 5),	 close	 reading	 in	
combination	with	comparative	translation	discourse	analysis	(Chapter	6),	and	distant	reading	
(Chapter	7).	All	of	these	will	be	presented	and	elaborated	on	in	a	separate	chapter	(see	3.2–





Why	 is	 any	 of	 this	 important?	 Why	 should	 one	 dedicate	 hundreds	 of	 pages	 to	 exploring	
translational	relations?	On	the	whole,	the	significance	of	this	research	could	be	sought	in	the	
intersection	 of	 several	 aspects.	 First	 and	 foremost,	 the	 notions	 of	 intra-	 and	 interlingual	
translation,	essential	for	the	discipline	of	translation	studies,	are	in	dire	need	of	a	reassessment,	
especially	in	light	of	linguistic	fluidity.	Secondly,	linguistic	fluidity	is	a	phenomenon	not	limited	
to	 the	Serbo-Croatian	 case	–	although	 this	particular	rupture	masterfully	demonstrates	 that	
languages	are	far	from	immobile.	The	dissertation	hopes	that	the	investigation	of	the	linguistic	
situation	of	the	Balkans	can	help	us	refine	the	scrutinised	theoretical	concepts,	which,	in	return,	
could	 serve	 as	 the	 first	 step	 in	 understanding,	 accepting,	 and	 perhaps	 even	 improving	 the	
linguistically	 convoluted	 situation	 in	 the	 region.	 Thirdly,	 linguistic	 fluidity’s	 micro	
manifestation,	 that	appearing	on	a	 textual	 level,	has	become	increasingly	present	 in	 literary	
production	 across	 latitudes.	 It	 is	 worthy	 of	 examining,	 then,	 how	 multilingual	






Even	 before	 Jakobson’s	 death	 in	 1982,	 various	 honourable	 publications	 recognised	 the	
immense	 importance	 of	 this	 polymath’s	 scholarship.	 There	 have	 been	multiple	 attempts	 to	
systematise	Jakobson’s	broad	academic	activities.	One	such	endeavour	is	Daniel	Armstrong	and	










interdisciplinary	 field.	 In	 the	Preface	to	 the	 fourth	edition	of	her	 landmark	book	Translation	








with	 the	 disciplinary	 recognition	 of	 translation	 studies,	 the	 profound	 impact	 of	 Jakobson’s	
conceptualisations2	became	fully	visible.	
                                                        
2	 It	 is	 interesting	 that	 in	 the	 introductory	 chapter	 of	Roman	 Jakobson:	 Echoes	 of	 his	 Scholarship,	 Schooneveld	







Harvard	 University	 Press	 in	 Reuben	 Brower’s	 epochal	 volume	 On	 Translation	 (1959),	 has	
gained	 the	 status	 of	 a	 core	 text	 in	 translation	 studies.	We	 find	 it	 reprinted	 in	 a	 number	 of	
collections	of	primary	texts	aiming	to	outline	the	key	developments	in	translation	theory	and	
research.	While	a	comprehensive	list	and	a	discussion	of	reprints	falls	outside	the	scope	of	this	
dissertation,	 a	 few	 do	 deserve	 a	 special	 mention.	 For	 instance,	 ‘On	 Linguistic	 Aspects	 of	






Reader,	 also	 includes	 Jakobson’s	 famous	essay	 (Weissbort	 and	Eysteinsson	2009,	330–336).	
The	 editors,	 in	 comparison	 to	 Venuti	 (2012),	 emphasise	 a	 different	 dimension,	 noting	 that	




Let	 us	 take	 a	 brief	 look	 at	 the	 contexts	 in	 which	 Jakobson’s	 tripartite	 division	 is	
commonly	featured.	Composing	an	extensive	list	would	be	impractical	–	if	not	unattainable	–	
given	 that	 the	 typology	 has	 been	 transplanted	 globally;	 for	 this	 reason,	 the	 discussion	 is	
restricted	to	the	publications	with	a	relatively	wide	distribution.	One	such	sourcebook	is	Susan	
Bassnett’s	 Translation	 Studies.	 In	 its	 first	 chapter,	 entitled	 ‘Central	 Issues’,	 under	 the	
subheading	 ‘Types	of	Translation’,	 Jakobson’s	categorisation	 is	cited	 in	 full	 (Bassnett	 [1980]	
2014,	25).	In	this	section,	Bassnett	chooses	to	problematise	the	notion	of	equivalence,	on	which	




critical	 of	 Jakobson	 –	 is	 Jeremy	 Munday	 in	 Introducing	 Translation	 Studies:	 Theories	 and	




Such	 early	 placing	 of	 Jakobson’s	 classification	 –	 right	 after	 the	 introduction	 of	 ‘source’	 and	





whether	 the	 cases	 that	 bring	 these	 notions	 into	 question	 are	 isolated	 or	 common.	To	what	
extent	the	linguistic	situation	of	the	spotlighted	Balkan	countries	is	unique	can	only	be	assessed	
by	looking	at	other	related	instances.	Of	interest	are	the	cases	of	linguistic	instability	triggered	
by	 sociopolitical	 factors,	 not	 the	 changes	 that	 occur	 spontaneously.	 In	 the	 section	 on	 the	
relationship	 between	 language	 and	 ideology,	 Munday	 lists	 some	 examples	 of	 asymmetry	
between	languages:	
	




translation	 of	 sacred	 scriptures	 into	 vernacular	 languages.	 More	 recent	 political	
developments	 include	 the	 creation	 of	 Bahasa	 Malaysia	 as	 a	 language	 distinct	 from	
Bahasa	 Indonesia	 to	 promote	 national	 unity	 in	 Malaysia,	 the	 promotion	 of	 ‘lesser-
spoken’	languages	such	as	Irish	and	Basque	in	Europe,	and	the	division	of	Serbo-Croat	












When	linguistic	borders	are	destabilised	on	the	 level	of	a	 literary	text	–	 through	the	artistic	
mixing	 of	 different	 languages	 –	 the	 result	 is	 multilingual	 literature.	 Multilingualism,	 as	 a	
phenomenon,	has	a	much	broader	reach	–	in	addition	to	art,	it	can	manifest	on	the	level	of	an	
individual,	 institution,	state,	 to	name	but	a	 few.	While	Liesbeth	Minnaard	and	Till	Dembeck,	
editors	of	Challenging	 the	Myth	of	Monolingualism,	 put	 forward	 that	multilingualism,	 rather	





research	 towards	 multilingual	 realities.	 Similarly,	 this	 shifting	 paradigm	 has	 been	 an	




As	 current	 scholarship	 has	 concentrated	 on	 the	 exploration	 of	 influences	 that	 cause	 the	




pertaining	 to	 literature.	 The	 pronounced	 vulnerability	 of	 literary	 structures	 creeps	 in	 to	
internal	as	well	as	to	external	layers.	On	a	national	level,	canons	gravitate	towards	revision	with	
every	 new	 constellation	 of	 languages.	 On	 an	 international	 level,	 the	 traditional	 patterns	 of	
literary	circulation	are	likely	to	remodel.	The	ways	in	which	fiction	circulates	in	the	aftermath	
of	linguistic	discontinuity	has	not	been	studied	adequately.	With	a	view	to	decoding	these	newly	
formulated	 patterns	 but	 also	 with	 the	 hope	 of	 increasing	 the	 international	 visibility	 of	





literature(s)	 in	 the	 affected	 language(s),	 the	 mentioned	 aspects	 are	well	worthy	 of	 a	more	
thorough	academic	inspection.	
1.4	Definitions	and	Terminology	




















languages	 and	 do	 not	 hesitate	 to	 fuse	 different	 linguistic	 entities	 to	 form	 a	 novel	 literary	




by	 introducing	 a	 few	 related	 notions.	 In	 the	 sea	 of	 candidate	 terms,	 most	 germane	 to	 our	
discussion	are	the	following:	speech	variety,	standard	variety,	literary	standard,	lect,	languoid,	
idiom.	




any	group	of	speakers.	 It	 is	an	ambiguous	term,	which	can	refer	 to	 the	basic	 lexicon,	
phonology,	syntax,	and	morphology	shared	by	members	of	the	group	or	to	speech	used	
by	members	of	the	group	in	particular	situations.	Speech	varieties	are	of	four	types:	the	
standard	 language,	 social	 speech	 varieties	 (also	 called	 social	 dialects	 or	 sociolects),	
regional	 speech	 varieties	 (or	 regional	 dialects),	 and	 functional	 speech	 varieties	 (or	
registers).	(Southerland	and	Katamba	[1987]	1996,	541;	emphasis	in	the	original)	
	


















At	 last,	 idiom	will	be	used	to	refer	 to	 lects	of	a	specific	historical	period	or	a	specific	
context,	such	as	the	language	of	a	certain	author.	
1.4.3	Serbo-Croatian	Successor	Languages	















The	 term	 literary	 circulation	will	be	used	 in	 the	 sense	defined	by	David	Damrosch.	Literary	
circulation,	in	a	nutshell,	refers	to	the	phenomenon	when	a	literary	work	travels	‘into	a	broader	
world	beyond	 its	 linguistic	and	cultural	point	of	origin’	 (Damrosch	2003,	6).	Oftentimes	this	
‘point	 of	 origin’	 is	 defined	 in	 strictly	 national	 terms.	 As	 literary	 circulation	 is	 inextricably	
                                                        




Successors	 in	British	Universities’	 (2004);	Sven	Gustavsson’s	 ‘Serbo-Croatian	and	 its	Successors	 in	 the	Nordic	






























Serbia,	 Croatia,	 Bosnia	 and	 Herzegovina,	 and,	 to	 a	 lesser	 degree,	 Montenegro;	 occasional	
intersections	and	 relations	with	other	South	Slavic	 languages	–	Bulgarian,	Macedonian,	 and	
Slovene	–	are	addressed	peripherally.	As	far	as	the	timescale	is	concerned,	the	dissertation	will	
focus	 not	 only	 on	 the	 post-Yugoslav	 production	 but	 also	 on	 the	 texts	 from	 earlier	 stages,	
including	a	folk	ballad	that	predates	any	standardisation.	
A	 crucial	remark	before	proceeding	any	 further.	Whether	Serbian,	Croatian,	Bosnian,	
and	Montenegrin	are	one	 language	or	 four	separate	 languages	 in	 their	own	right	 is	a	highly	






rather	 be	 posed	 on	 two	 or	 three	 levels	 simultaneously.	 On	 the	 linguistic	 and	
communication	level,	Serbo-Croatian	can	still	legitimately	be	regarded	as	a	single	entity.	


















Croatian.	 Conversely,	 those	 primarily	 concerned	 with	 safeguarding	 and	 promoting	
national	 interests	 as	 they	 see	 them,	 including	 some	politically	 engaged	 linguists,	 are	









their	 official	 statuses,	 as	 recognised	 by	 the	 respective	 countries	 responsible	 for	 their	








to	 use	 Chomsky’s	 term,	 linguistic	 competence	 is	 that	 of	 a	 ‘native’	 speaker	 of	 Serbian,	 even	
though	I	belong	to	the	last	generation	born	in	the	Socialist	Federal	Republic	of	Yugoslavia,	the	
official	language	of	which	was	Serbo-Croatian.	
The	parts	of	 this	dissertation	that	 take	a	 transnational	perspective	are	 limited	to	the	
ways	 in	 which	 the	 dynamic	 linguistic	 situation	 of	 the	 Balkans	 has	 been	 reflected	 on	 the	
educational	 systems	 and	 literary	 spheres	 of	 the	 Anglophone	 countries	 –	 the	 UK,	 the	 USA,	
Canada,	and	Ireland	in	particular	–	in	the	period	following	the	disintegration	of	Yugoslavia.	My	
decision	to	track	circulation	on	a	relatively	wide	sample	is	motivated	by	the	assumption	that	a	




of	 languages.	 Further	 empirical	 research,	 venturing	 into	 cultural	 traditions	 and	 linguistic	
situations	 of	 other	 communities	 and	 regions,	 would	 be	 necessary	 in	 supplementing,	
reaffirming,	 or	 perhaps	 challenging,	 the	 theoretical	 findings	 of	 this	 as	 well	 as	 of	 previous	
studies.	















Chapter	 1	 Introduction	 acquaints	 the	 reader	with	 the	 thesis’	 contextual	 background,	
formulates	 the	 main	 research	 question	 and	 hypotheses,	 and	 then	 proceeds	 to	 establish	 a	
theoretical	framework,	determine	the	research	scope,	and	define	key	terminology.	
Chapter	 2	 Intra-	 and	 Interlingual	 Translation:	 Origin,	 Evolution,	 and	 Critique	 poses	 a	
review	of	current	scholarship	on	the	topic,	with	a	narrow	focus	on	the	theoretical	revisions	of	
Jakobson’s	notions	of	intra-	and	interlingual	translation.	Six	main	lines	of	critique	emerge:	the	
classification’s	 relationship	 with	 interpretation;	 its	 scope;	 its	 negligence	 regarding	 the	
translation	of	polysemiotic	mediums;	its	inattentiveness	to	the	uncertain	nature	of	linguistic	




Chapter	 3	 Methodological	 Overview	 explains	 the	 dissertation’s	 rationale	 for	
methodological	pluralism	–	citing	the	individual	methodologies’	limitations	and	the	project’s	
interdisciplinary	 nature.	 The	 chapter	 pays	 meticulous	 attention	 to	 each	 of	 the	 employed	




delves	 into	 the	 temporal	dimension	of	 translational	 relations’	 instability	by	 tracing	 the	 long	
history	of	the	folk	ballad	Hasanaginica.	As	the	language	identification	of	this	ballad	has	been	




to	 all	 successor	 languages.	 Owing	 to	 its	 ambiguity,	 the	 ballad	 escapes	 clear	 linguistic	
classification	 in	 modern	 terms,	 which	 brings	 to	 the	 fore	 the	 tentative	 nature	 of	 linguistic	
boundaries.	The	chapter	discusses	the	ways	in	which	literature,	languages	and	their	borders	















and	 Croatian	 lect.	 The	 final	 part	 of	 this	 chapter	 analyses	 the	 complex	 ways	 in	 which	
fragmentation	 and	 heterogeneity	 affect	 linguistic	 borders	 and,	 by	 extension,	 translational	
relations.	
	 Chapter	 6	Translational	 Relations	 in	 a	 Textual	 Context:	 David	 Albahari’s	 Multilingual	






whereas	 the	 story’s	 English	 setting	 is	 represented	 through	 fictional	multilingualism.	 These	
relations	change	in	Elias-Bursać’s	translation:	on	the	one	hand,	the	English	language	no	longer	
intertwines	immaterially	but	physically	dominates	the	text;	on	the	other,	few	short	sentences	






	 Chapter	 7	 Literary	 Circulation	 in	 the	 Context	 of	 Linguistic	 Discontinuity:	 Todd	 Hasak-
Lowy’s	 Short	 Story	 ‘The	Task	of	This	Translator’	 investigates	how	 literature	 circulates	 in	 the	
aftermath	 of	 linguistic	 discontinuity.	 Analysed	 against	 Todd	 Hasak-Lowy’s	 short	 story	 ‘The	
Task	of	This	Translator’	 (2005),	which	humorously	portrays	some	of	 the	key	problems,	 the	
chapter	surveys	the	presence	of	Serbian	literature	in	Anglophone	countries,	concentrating	on	
the	roles	that	educational	institutions,	publishing	industry,	and	the	reading	public	play	in	the	
processes	 of	 cross-cultural	 contamination.	 The	 quantitative	 data	 is	 collected	 mainly	 from	
databases	and	statistical	reports,	whereas	the	qualitative	data	is	extracted	from	interviews	and	
texts	 by	 translators,	 scholars,	 and	 publishers.	 The	 chapter	 aims	 to	 show	 that	 the	 Serbian	

















translation8	 –	 and	 particularly	 that	 pertaining	 to	 the	 notions	 of	 intra-	 and	 interlingual	
translation.	The	review	aims	to	cover	the	debate’s	entire	trajectory,	starting	from	its	inception	









this	phenomenon	 [.	 .	 .]	 and	they	did	 so	within	various	disciplines,	subdisciplines	and	
interdisciplines,	 such	 as	 logic,	 theoretical	 and	descriptive	 linguistics,	 contrastive	 and	
applied	 linguistics,	 stylistique	 comparée,	 comparative	 literature,9	 and	 comparative	
poetics.	(Toury	1986,	1111)	
	




deems	 a	 reexamination	 of	 ideas	 conceived	 in	 another	 context	 absolutely	 necessary	 (Toury	





1980s,	 coincide	with	 the	 establishment	 of	 translation	 studies.	 After	more	 than	 twenty-five	
years	of	silence,	during	which	‘On	Linguistic	Aspects	of	Translation’	(1959)	was	not	questioned,	
                                                        
















will,	 however,	 be	 reserved	 for	 the	 aforementioned	 revisions	 of	 ‘On	 Linguistic	 Aspects	 of	




scattered	across	 the	piece	or	 concentrated	 in	one	place,	usually	 the	 introduction	where	 the	
notion	of	translation	is	being	defined.	For	the	purposes	of	this	literature	review,	I	shall	prioritise	
aspects	important	for	this	thesis	rather	than	the	overall	argumentation	of	the	given	work.	
The	 concluding	 section	of	 this	 chapter	hopes	 to	 identify	 the	 areas	 underexplored	 by	
previous	 publications	 with	 a	 view	 to	 detecting	 research	 gaps	 in	 the	 existing	 literature.	 In	
addition	 to	 situating	 this	 project	within	 the	 current	 debates	 of	 the	 field,	 it	 also	 provides	 a	
synthesis	of	the	critiques	outlined	in	earlier	parts	of	this	chapter.	An	assessment	of	the	already	
pursued	lines	of	argument	should	help	point	out	the	directions	in	which	the	dissertation	will	
seek	 its	 scientific	 contribution.	 Once	 the	 boundaries	 of	 existing	 knowledge	 are	 set	 out,	 the	
section	will	proceed	with	refining	the	study’s	scope	–	especially	 in	 theoretical	 terms;	at	 this	




Synthesised	 in	 this	 section	 are	 the	 most	 pertinent	 lines	 of	 critique	 directed	 at	 Jakobson’s	
typology	as	well	as	at	 the	notions	of	 intra-	and	 interlingual	 translation	 specifically.	Over	the	
years,	 theorists	 have	 approached	 ‘On	 Linguistic	 Aspects	 of	 Translation’	 (1959)	 from	 a	 vast	
range	of	perspectives,	 encompassing	a	great	number	of	 facets.	Generally	speaking,	 Sturrock	
(1991),	Calabrese	(2000),	Gottlieb	(2018),	and	to	a	 large	degree,	Eco	(2003)	proceed	 in	the	
semiotic	 tradition	 of	 the	 original	 text;	 Toury	 (1986)	 expands	 the	 semiotic	 perspective	 by	
combining	 it	with	a	cultural	one;	Pym’s	([1992]	2010)	study	 is	almost	exclusively	rooted	 in	
culture;	Hermans’s	 (1997)	mainly	 sociological	 viewpoint	 is	 occasionally	 intertwined	with	 a	
cultural	one;	Albachten’s	(2014)	article	is	predominantly	sociologically	oriented;	Davis	(2014)	
looks	 at	 the	 issues	 through	 the	 lens	 of	 history;	 and,	 finally,	 Derrida	 (1985)	 positions	 his	
discussion	 within	 the	 philosophy	 of	 language.	 This	 variety	 of	 perspectives	 and	 their	














While	 the	 relationship	 between	 translation	 and	 interpretation	 will	 not	 be	 analysed	 in	 this	
dissertation,	I	deem	it	important	to	present	this	line	of	critique	as	it	has	almost	invariably	been	
featured	 in	 semiotically-tinted	deliberations	of	 Jakobson’s	 three-part	division.	Let	me	begin	
with	Sturrock’s	(1991)	tellingly	entitled	‘On	Jakobson	on	Translation’	contribution	to	Recent	
Developments	in	Theory	and	History:	The	Semiotic	Web,	1990	–	the	only	article-length	revision	




309).	 Why	 would	 Jakobson	 put	 an	 equals	 sign	 between	 the	 notions	 of	 translation	 and	
interpretation?	By	Sturrock’s	logic,	these	concepts	are	‘continuous’	with	one	another,	despite	
contemporary	English’s	distinction	between	the	two	(Sturrock	1991,	309).	‘[I]t	would	be	foolish	




in	 front	of	 ‘interpretation’	 (cf.	 ‘the	 translation’	 and	 ‘an	 interpretation’)	 (Sturrock	1991,	309;	







in	 the	 same	direction	 as	his	 fellow	 semiotician	 Sturrock.	With	 a	 view	 to	 grasping	 the	 basic	
premise	 of	 Jakobson’s	 typology,	 Eco	 thoroughly	 investigates	 the	 relationship	 between	
translation	and	interpretation.12	As	outlined,	Sturrock	suggests	the	two	terms	are	synonymous,	
thereby	 proposing	 what	 appears	 to	 be	 a	 non-hierarchical	 understanding,	 devoid	 of	 any	
assessments	whether	one	presupposes	superiority	over	the	other.	Nevertheless,	Eco	believes	
the	 relationship	 in	 question	 must	 be	 a	 hierarchical	 one:	 either	 translation	 is	 a	 form	 of	
interpretation	or	it	is	the	other	way	round	(Eco	2003,	124).	If	Jakobson’s	classification	relies	on	
Pierce’s	broad	notion	of	interpretation,	then	intra-,	interlingual,	and	intersemiotic	translation	
are,	 in	 fact,	 three	 types	of	 interpretation.	 In	 this	 case,	which	Eco	deems	more	probable,	 the	





1990).	 More	 recently,	 a	 small	 cohort	 of	 studies	 has	 tried	 to	 counter	 ‘the	 discourse	 of	 lack’	 induced	 by	 the	












2003,	 124;	 emphasis	 in	 the	 original).	 Eco	 even	 speculates	 that	 Jakobson	 used	 the	 term	
translation	 in	 lieu	 of	 interpretation	 not	 to	 break	 the	 spirit	 of	 the	 volume	 to	 which	 he	 was	
contributing	 (Eco	 2003,	 124).	 If,	 however,	 Jakobson	 was	 straightforward	 in	 distinguishing	
three	kinds	of	translation,	 then	the	underlying	premise	 is:	 ‘every	 interpretation	 is	a	 form	of	
translation’	 (Eco	2003,	124).	The	 recognition	 that	 ‘rewording	 covers	an	 immense	variety	of	
types	of	 interpretation’	(Eco	2003,	124;	emphasis	 in	the	original)	could	make	 it	 tempting	to	
accept	the	latter	option.	
Eco,	however,	finds	the	latter	line	of	reasoning	–	advocated,	among	others,	by	George	
Steiner	 in	 After	 Babel:	 Aspects	 of	 Language	 and	 Translation	 (Steiner	 1975)	 –	 problematic.	
Departing	from	Pierce’s	inclusive	notion	of	interpretation	(which	Eco	believes	was	the	starting	
point	 for	 Jakobson	 too),	 Eco	 objects	 Steiner’s	 theory	 that	 all	 interpretation	 is	 a	 form	 of	


























Eysteinsson	2009,	394).	Albachten,	 for	example,	writes	 that	 ‘Jakobson’s	 categorisation	 is	 an	
important	attempt	 to	position	 translation	 in	a	broad	 framework	 in	which	 translation	 is	not	
defined	only	as	an	interlingual	process	or	the	product	of	such	process’	(Albachten	2014,	574).	
By	 putting	 Jakobson’s	 model	 in	 a	 historical	 perspective,	 Hermans	 reminds	 us	 how	
revolutionary	 and,	 in	 a	 sense,	 controversial	 it	 must	 have	 been	 in	 1959	 to	 propose	 that	
translation	also	encompasses	rewording	 and	 transmutation	 (Hermans	1997,	17).	 Such	open	
interpretation	 of	 translation,	 which	 goes	 beyond	 the	 realms	 of	 linguistic	 by	 including	
intersemiotic,	 is	 said	 to	 have	 played	 a	 valuable	 role	 even	 in	 contemporary	 definitions	 of	
translation	(Weissbort	and	Eysteinsson	2009,	394).	
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intersemiotic	 translation	 on	 the	 grounds	 of	 its	 impossibility	 to	 undergo	 a	 backtranslation	
(Sturrock	1991,	310).	For,	he	deems,	intersemiotic	translation	is	‘a	one-way	operation’,	whereas	
intra-	and	interlingual	translation	are	‘[]	two-way	or	reversible	operation[s]’	(Sturrock	1991,	












translation	 (n.b.	 without	 inverted	 commas),	 which	 is	 supposed	 to	 denote	 interlingual	
























                                                        
13	For	more	on	various	facets	of	 intersemiotic	translation,	 approached	mainly	 from	a	semiotic	perspective,	 see	
articles	published	in	the	special	issue	‘Sulla	traduzione	intersemiotica’	(On	intersemiotic	translation)	of	the	Italian	
journal	Versus:	quaderni	de	studi	semiotici	(2000),	edited	by	Nicola	Dusi	and	Siri	Nergaard.	See	particularly	Nicola	




we	 can	 deduct	 by	 virtue	 of	 our	 extralinguistic	 knowledge	 that	 ‘works’	 is	 a	 more	 probable	


















In	writing	about	 literary	 translation	of	prose,	Antoine	Berman	observes	 the	 same	problem:	
‘Where	 the	original	has	no	problem	moving	 in	 the	 indefinite,	 our	 literary	 language	 tends	 to	
impose	the	definite’	(Berman	[1985]	2012,	245;	emphasis	in	the	original).	In	lieu	of	quoting	
Berman’s	instances,	let	me	return	to	Eco’s	own	example	from	the	beginning	of	his	book:	‘where	








	 Calabrese’s	 paper	 ‘Lo	 strano	 caso	 dell’equivalenza	 imperfetta	 (modeste	 osservazioni	
sulla	 traduzione	 intersemiotica)’	 (A	 peculiar	 case	 of	 imperfect	 equivalence	 [modest	
observations	 on	 intersemiotic	 translation];	 2000)	 contains	 further	 challenges	 to	 Jakobson’s	
typology.	 Even	 though	 the	 nucleus	 of	 Calabrese’s	 article	 is	 intersemiotic	 translation,	 he	




















condition	 that	all	 semiotic	 systems	 are	more	 or	 less	 equivalent	 and,	 therefore,	 comparable	







not	be	as	 inclusive	as	 it	appears	to	 the	majority.	 Its	 initial	openness,	Albachten	maintains	 in	
‘Intralingual	 Translation:	 Discussion	within	 Translation	 Studies	 and	 the	 Case	 of	 Turkey’,	 is	
somewhat	undermined	by	the	author’s	decision	to	‘ascribe[]	the	qualifier	“proper”	only	to	the	
second	group’,	 that	of	 interlingual	 translation	 (Albachten	2014,	574).	 In	doing	 so,	 ‘Jakobson	
weakens	 his	 attempt	 to	 broaden	 the	 definition	 of	 translation	 by	 including	 intralingual	 and	
intersemiotic	 forms	 of	 translating’	 (Albachten	 2014,	 574).	 Similar	 concerns	 have	 been	
expressed	 by	 Toury	 (Toury	 1986,	 1113)	 and	 Gottlieb	 (Gottlieb	 2018,	 45)	 in	 particular.	
Albachten’s	 paper,	 where	 this	 critique	 is	 put	 forward,	 belongs	 to	 Sandra	 Bermann	 and	
Catherine	Porter’s	A	Companion	to	Translation	Studies,	which	includes	–	though	at	the	very	end	
–	 a	 section	 on	 interlingual	 translation,	 the	 type	 traditionally	 kept	 in	 the	 shadow	 of	 its	




Porter’s	 collective	 volume	 features	 another	 pertinent	 article	 that	 directly	 engages	with	 the	
inconsistencies	of	Jakobson’s	framework	–	Kathleen	Davis’s	 ‘Intralingual	Translation	and	the	
Making	 of	 a	 Language’	 (2014).	 While	 Albachten’s	 study	 does	 it	 in	 relation	 to	 intralingual	
translation’s	 status	 within	 the	 division,	 Davis’s	 inquiry	 –	 reviewed	 in	 one	 of	 the	 ensuing	
subsections	–	draws	on	the	aggregate	effects	of	time-induced	changes	upon	the	notions	of	intra-	
and	interlingual	translation.	
Albachten,	 who	 situates	 her	 discussion	 in	 a	wider	 debate	 on	 Jakobson’s	 tripartition,	




the	original	 are	made	by	 replacing	words	with	 their	 synonyms’	 (Albachten	2014,	583).	Her	




character,	which	makes	 it	no	 less	 intricate	than	some	other	 forms	of	 translation.	 In	Turkish	
academic	circles,	she	notes,	intralingual	production	is	peripheral	to	the	extent	that	it	is	referred	
                                                        
16	 Gentzler	 insists	 that	 ‘tradaptation’,	 a	 cross	 between	 translation	 and	adaptation,	 is	much	more	 than	a	witty	
coinage	but,	rather,	a	genre	in	itself	(Gentzler	2017,	170),	‘characterized	by	both	a	faithful	translation,	showing	
respect	for	the	original,	as	well	as	adapting	it	ever	so	subtly,	so	that	certain	references	can	be	understood	from	a	
minority	 culture	within	a	majority	 culture,	an	 almost	 underground	 or	 repressed	 culture	 that	 the	mainstream	
ignores’	(Gentzler	2017,	170).	
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to	 as	 ‘transfer’	 in	 lieu	 of	 ‘translation’	 (Albachten	 2014,	 575).	 As	 previously	 mentioned,	
Albachten	 believes	 intralingual	 translation	 occupies	 a	 subsidiary	 status	 within	 Jakobson’s	
typology	 (Albachten	 2014,	 574).	 With	 a	 view	 to	 correcting	 what	 she	 perceives	 as	 a	 bias,	
Albachten	brings	forward	a	series	of	illuminating	examples	from	the	Turkish	context	in	order	
to	support	her	assertion	that	intralingual	translation	should	be	on	par	with	interlingual	(the	
only	 one	 which	 Jakobson	 qualifies	 as	 ‘proper’),	 as	 it	 is	 ‘a	 cultural,	 historical,	 and	 political	
endeavor,	 going	 beyond	 the	 attempt	 to	 find	 equivalents	 for	 words,	 and	 thus	 needs	 to	 be	
analyzed	with	translational	concepts’	(Albachten	2014,	583).	
Unlike	 Albachten,	 who	 reads	 the	 assignment	 of	 the	 qualifier	 ‘proper’	 to	 only	 one	
category	as	a	way	of	imposing	certain	hierarchy	onto	the	typology,	which	therefore	undermines	
the	 broad	 character	 for	 which	 it	 is	 praised	 (Albachten	 2014,	 574),	 Hermans	 has	 more	
understanding	 for	 Jakobson.	 From	 the	 point	 of	 view	 of	 Hermans’	 essay	 ‘Translation	 as	
Institution’	(1997)	–	which	sees	translation	as	a	socially	regulated	and	culturally	conditioned	
activity	–	 the	hierarchy	 implied	by	the	 insertion	of	 the	qualifier	 ‘proper’	next	 to	 interlingual	
translation	is	not	the	order	Jakobson	is	trying	to	impose	personally.	Rather,	such	positioning,	
which	appears	to	subordinate	intralingual	and	intersemiotic	translation,	is	a	mere	reflection	of	











education,	 research,	 academia,	 etc.’,	 while,	 at	 the	 same	 time,	 they	 constitute	 a	 part	 of	
‘translation	 as	 social	 institution’	 (Hermans	 1997,	 18).	 This	 duality	 of	 translation	 discourse	
poses	a	much	wider	issue,	surpassing	the	example	of	Jakobson’s	triad.	Hermans	asserts	that	
‘[t]he	recognition	that	the	academic	discourse	about	translation	is	itself	rooted	in	the	institution	
of	 translation	 renders	 the	 separation	 between	 object-level	 and	 meta-level	 profoundly	
problematical’	 (Hermans	 1997,	 18),	 adding	 that	 ‘[t]his	 is	 especially	 the	 case	 if	 we	 accept	
Jakobson’s	 claim	 that	 rewording	 constitutes,	 however	 improperly,	 a	 form	 of	 translation’	
(Hermans	 1997,	 18).	 In	 other	 words,	 by	 discussing,	 one	 is	 constantly	 rewording	 –	 that	 is	
translating	intralingually	–	which	prevents	a	translation	scholar	from	establishing	a	distance	
deemed	 necessary	 to	 describe	 the	 object	 of	 study.	 This	 impossibility	 of	 alienation	 points	
towards	 the	 conclusion	 that	 ‘the	 discourse	 about	 translation	 is	 inherently	 and	 necessarily	
ambivalent’	 (Hermans	 1997,	 18),	 which	 gives	 Hermans	 the	 courage	 to	 suggest	 that	
‘[t]ranslation	studies	is	then	a	subsystem	of	the	system	of	translation’	(Hermans	1997,	19).	
On	 the	one	hand,	Hermans	 (1997),	 and	Weissbort	 and	Eysteinsson	 (2009),	 and,	 to	a	
lesser	degree,	Albachten	(2014)	have	credited	Jakobson’s	categorisation	of	translation	for	its	
open	character,	while,	on	the	other,	Sturrock	(1991),	Eco	(2003),	and	Calabrese	(2000)	have	




linguistic	 translating’	 (Toury	 1986,	 1113;	 emphasis	 in	 the	 original).	 The	 precedence	 of	 the	
linguistic,	he	observes,	is	prominent	to	the	extent	that	‘the	notion	of	language	appear[s],	at	least	
as	a	possibility,	 in	each	one	of	 its	 three	 categories’	 (Toury	1986,	1113).	 In	accordance	with	





A	 swift	 glance	 is	 enough	 to	 reveal	 the	 altered	 version’s	 effort	 to	 shed	 the	 apparent	
structural	 asymmetry	 found	 at	 the	 base	 of	 the	 original	 form.	 First	 and	 foremost,	 Toury	
disagrees	with	Jakobson	in	the	assessment	that	intra-	and	interlingual	translation	operate	on	
the	 same	 level	 as	 intersemiotic	 translation.	A	 logical	step	 that	Toury	 takes	 in	 correcting	 this	
misbalance	 is	 the	creation	of	a	supracategory	to	house	the	notions	of	 intra-	and	 interlingual	
translation.	On	that	account,	Toury	introduces	a	completely	new	category	–	that	of	intrasemiotic	




as	 individual	 types	 of	 translation	 by	 Jakobson	 –	 cease	 to	 exist	 categories	 per	 se	 in	 Toury’s	
schematisation	and	become	mere	examples	of	the	relations	between	codes.	
Apart	from	these	specific	concerns	in	regard	to	Jakobson’s	classification,	Toury	harbours	




any	 such	 typology,	 be	 it	 the	most	 systematic	 and	 refined	 one,	 seems	 important	 and	














(Albachten	 2014,	 575–576;	 Hermans	 1997,	 17)	 and,	 moreover,	 endorsed	 for	 its	 impartial	





raises	 against	 Jakobson’s	 categorisation.	 He	 is	 reluctant	 to	 cast	 away	 one	 of	 his	 principal	
objections	–	 that	 Jakobson’s	 typology	 is	 ‘readily	applicable	only	 to	 texts,	 that	 is,	 to	 semiotic	
entities	 which	 have	 surface,	 overt	 representations’	 (Toury	 1986,	 1113;	 emphasis	 in	 the	
original).	This,	indeed,	may	be	a	drawback	–	but	one	that	can	be	alleviated,	if	not	completely	
eliminated,	by	broadening	our	understanding	of	 the	term	 ‘text’.	 In	 the	article	 ‘Semiotics	and	






semiotics	 is	 intertwined	with	semantics	–	 signs,	by	definition,	make	 sense	–	any	 channel	of	
expression	 in	 any	 act	 of	 communication	 carries	meaning.	 For	 this	 reason,	 even	 exclusively	
nonverbal	 communication	 deserves	 the	 label	 “text”’	 (Gottlieb	 2018,	 48).	 Gottlieb’s	 inclusive	
proposal	is	a	direct	inheritance	of	the	‘linguistic	turn’18	–	the	assumption	that	everything	can	be	




Gottlieb’s	 (2018)	 study	 departs	 in	 the	 direction	 indicated	 by	 Toury	 (1986),	 further	
exploring	the	assertion	that	Jakobson’s	division	fails	to	take	into	consideration	the	possibility	
of	 a	 text	 being	embedded	 in	more	 than	one	 code	 (Toury	1986,	1113).	Consequently,	 ‘when	






as	 their	originals’	 (Gottlieb	2018,	46).	 In	 the	 fashion	of	 Jakobson	 (1959)	and	Toury	 (1986),	
Gottlieb	 takes	 ‘relation[s]	 among	 signs’	 as	 a	 principle	 criterion	 (Gottlieb	 2018,	 45)	 in	




Gottlieb’s	 rather	 elaborate	 –	 and,	 at	 times,	 perhaps	 convoluted	 –	 classification	 is	












II The	 second	 dimension	 concerns	 the	 potential	 changes	 in	 the	 translation’s	 semiotic	














target	 texts’	 (Gottlieb	 2018,	 50),	 Gottlieb	 distinguishes	 the	 following	 types:	 a.	 verbal	
(remains	 verbal);	 b.	 nonverbal	 (remains	 nonverbal);	 c.	 verbalised	 (becomes	











essay	 ‘Des	 Tours	 de	 Babel’	 (1985),	 the	 hallmark	 of	 Joseph	 Graham’s	 volume	 Difference	 in	
Translation,	 takes	 a	 radically	 different	 perspective	 from	 the	 previously	 reviewed	 ones	 by	
approaching	 the	matter	 from	 the	angle	of	philosophy	of	 language.	Derrida’s	paper	uses	 the	
biblical	 myth	 about	 the	 origins	 of	 linguistic	 diversity	 as	 an	 onset	 for	 the	 exploration	 of	
translatability	and	its	limits.	An	English	translation	by	the	editor	(from	which	I	quote	here)	is	
printed	alongside	the	French	original.	Both	texts,	notwithstanding	the	difference	in	languages,	
bear	 the	 exact	 same	 title.	 Throughout	 the	 piece,	 Graham’s	 English	 is	 interspersed	 with	
multilingual	intrusions.	At	first,	it	seems	the	essay’s	carefully	chosen	title	is	left	in	French	as	a	


























as	 utterly	 tentative	 structures	 in	 a	 linguistic	 context,	 Derrida	 proceeds	 without	 a	 detailed	
elaboration	on	the	ways	in	which	these	may	proliferate	or	alter.	






Albachten	 poses	 the	 question	 of	 territorial	 distribution	 in	 asking	 how	 we	 can	 distinguish	
between	languages	and	dialects	and	creoles	(Albachten	2014,	574).	This	is,	in	fact,	an	extension	
of	Toury’s	criticism	(Toury	1986,	1113).	While	Toury	chooses	not	to	underpin	his	claim	on	the	
interdialectal	 translation’s	 ambiguous	 status	with	 any	 relevant	 illustration,	 Albachten	 does	
provide	 an	 example	 –	 that	 of	 Turkic	 languages,	 which	 are,	 from	 case	 to	 case,	 regarded	 as	






‘Intralingual	 Translation	 and	 the	Making	 of	 a	 Language’	 (2014),	 while	 the	 elaboration	 of	 a	
‘spatial’	one	in	Pym’s	book	Translation	and	Text	Transfer	([1992]	2010).	







opens	 the	 section	by	 stressing	the	widely	accepted	primacy	of	 the	 interlingual	 (Pym	[1992]	
2010,	23),	an	aspect	discussed	in	the	earlier	subsection	of	this	chapter.	Pym	is	straightforward	
in	 questioning	 the	 very	 assumption	 of	 ‘the	 field’	 (not	 of	 Jakobson!)	 that	 there	 is	 ‘a	 radical	






translation	between	 languages	 renders	 these	problems	more	visible	 than	 it	 is	 the	 case	with	
intralingual	translation	(Steiner	1975,	47).	Steiner	–	unlike	Pym	([1992]	2010)	and	Sturrock	






                                                        






(Pym	 [1992]	 2010,	 24).	 The	 problem	 of	 discerning	 linguistic	 borders	 –	 through	 space	 and	




of	cultural	distance.	 In	simple	terms,	 the	 formula	 is	as	 follows:	 if	 translation	occurs,	 the	two	
cultures	 are	 distant;	 if	 translation	 is	 unnecessary,	 this	 absence	 comes	 a	 sign	 of	 cultural	
continuity	(Pym	[1992]	2010,	25).	Contrary	to	expectations	yet	in	line	with	his	statement	that	





proposed	 schematisation.	 Even	 though	 Pym	 declares	 ‘[c]ulture	 is	 not	 geo-politics’	 and	
‘[t]ransfer	and	translation	concern	situations	of	contact	and	exchange,	not	linear	separation’	
(Pym	 [1992]	 2010,	 26),	 he,	 paradoxically,	 seems	 to	 be	 in	 pursuit	 of	 determining	 cultural	
borders,	 reproducing	 a	 black	 and	 white	 map	 of	 what	 gets	 translated	 and	 what	 remains	
untranslated.	
Davis	 (2014)	revisits	 Jakobson’s	systematisation	mainly	 through	 the	 interrogation	of	
‘linguistic	unity’,	departing	in	the	direction	pointed	out	by	Derrida	(1985).	While	concluding	
that	Jakobson’s	division	is	rooted	in	synchrony,	Davis	urges	that	linguistic	identity,	one	of	the	





to	 as	 ‘Old	 English’	 or	 ‘Anglo-Saxon’,	 is	 in	 fact	 English.	 A	 diachronic	 inquiry	 into	 linguistic	
boundaries	 inevitably	 spotlights	 the	 tension	 between	 intra-	 and	 interlingual	 translation.	 In	
Davis’	opinion,	our	inability	to	draw	any	clear	line	between	translation	that	takes	place	within	
a	 language	and	between	 languages	stems	from	the	 incessant	processes	of	 translation	(Davis	
2014,	587),	which	have	obscured	this	distinction.	Davis	argues	that	 it	 is	 translation	that	has	
enabled	English’s	continuity	and	managed	to	secure	its	unity	till	the	present	day	(Davis	2014,	
587).	 Moreover,	 she	 demonstrates	 that	 English,	 with	 all	 its	 historical	 variations	 that	 take	
radically	different	shapes,	can	be	considered	a	single	language	only	if	we	acknowledge	its	long	







typology	 as	 groundlessly	 broad,	 Sturrock	 (1991)	 criticises	 one	 of	 its	 basic	 premises	 –	 that	
concerning	 the	 minimal	 unit	 of	 translation	 –	 as	 overly	 narrow.	 The	 famous	 examples	 of	












A	 number	 of	 theorists	 has	 suggested	 a	 solution	 for	 the	 minimal	 unit	 of	 translation.	
Sturrock	 himself	 opts	 for	 the	 sentence	 (Sturrock	 1991,	 318).	 Eco’s	 (2003)	 and	 Calabrese’s	
(2000)	proposition	of	a	textual	framework	sheds	light	on	the	significance	of	a	contextual	plane	
yet	 leaves	 unclear	 what	 they	 mean	 by	 ‘text’	 in	 the	 first	 place.	 Finally,	 Pym’s	 fairly	 liberal	
understanding	of	the	primary	unit	–	culture	([1992]	2010,	25)	–	seems	to	be	in	service	of	his	
formula	 for	 determining	 cultural	 distance	 rather	 than	 of	 refining	 the	 notions	 of	 intra-	 and	












will	 that	 be	 called	 translating?’	 (Derrida	 1985,	 171).	Derrida,	mindful	 of	Walter	Benjamin’s	
multilingualism,	tries	to	engage	with	some	of	these	issues	in	the	remainder	of	his	own	essay	on	
the	example	of	 ‘Die	Aufgabe	des	Übersetzers’	(‘The	Task	of	the	Translator’;	[1923]	2012).	As	











effect,	 the	 level	 of	 empirical	 knowledge	 concerning	 the	 relationship	 between	 intra-	 and	
interlingual	translation	is	still	rather	low.	‘If	they	[essays	on	the	theory	of	translation]	are	not	
as	 rich	 in	 quotations	 as	 Steiner’s	After	 Babel’,	 Eco	 cautions,	 ‘they	 are	 as	 bad	 as	 a	 book	 on	
dinosaurs	that	lacks	any	attempt	to	reconstruct	the	image	of	a	dinosaur’	(Eco	2003,	1).	While	I	
do	not	deem	purely	theoretical	research	flawed,	this	thesis	will	respond	to	Eco’s	call	in	trying	
‘to	reconstruct	the	 image	of	a	dinosaur’.	The	 lively	academic	debate	surrounding	 Jakobson’s	
notions,	which	has	been	ongoing	for	more	than	three	decades,	could,	therefore,	benefit	greatly	
from	 a	 large-scale	 project	 of	 this	 kind.	 A	 twofold	 contribution	 will	 be	 sought	 in	 providing	





the	 first	 two,	 those	 pertaining	 to	 the	 scope	 of	 Jakobson’s	 typology	 (see	 2.2.2)	 and	 its	
relationship	 with	 interpretation	 (see	 2.2.1),	 are	 almost	 entirely	 negligible	 for	 this	 thesis’	
general	discussion,	I	decided	to	incorporate	them	into	this	chapter	as	they	set	a	fruitful	context	
for	the	notions	of	intra-	and	interlingual	translation.	Namely,	the	balance	between	linguistic	and	
non-linguistic	 elements	 falls	 beyond	 the	 spotlight	 of	 this	 thesis,	 which	 centres	 linguistic	






















language	 be	 determined	 by	 lack	 of	 intelligibility?’	 (Albachten	 2014,	 574).	 Chapter	 4	 will	
primarily	 attend	 to	 the	 role	 of	 temporal	 factors	 in	 establishing	 these	 boundaries,	 whereas	
Chapter	5	will	focus	on	translational	issues	that	incur	from	regional	stratification.	The	temporal	
and	spatial	dimension	are	often	inseparable	as	both	of	them	participate	in	the	constitution	of	













content.	 Notwithstanding	 the	 plethora	 of	 studies	 dealing	 with	 multilingualism,	 to	 my	
knowledge,	the	notions	of	intra-	and	interlingual	translation	have	not	been	explored	through	
the	prism	of	this	phenomenon.	The	closest	they	have	been	brought	together	is	to	be	found	in	
Derrida’s	 brief	 comment	 calling	 for	 a	more	 considerate	 treatment	 of	multilingual	 texts	 in	 a	
translational	perspective	(Derrida	1985,	171),	placed	in	the	same	publication	where	he	revisits	
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interlingual	 translation,	by	virtue	of	 the	notions’	 instability,	 ‘would	 ignore	the	history	of	 the	
politics	 of	 language	 and	 the	 enormous	 social,	 cultural,	 and	 economic	 stakes	 of	 language	
identification’	(Davis	2014,	588).This	area	appears	underexplored	to	the	extent	that	it	could	be	
the	 subject	 of	multiple	 book-length	 projects	 delving	 into	 the	 possible	 consequences	 of	 the	
translational	relations’	instability	for	the	social,	cultural,	and	economic	domain.	I	intend	to	seek	
my	contribution	 in	the	exploration	of	 the	not	 too	obvious	cultural	risks	–	particularly	 those	
relating	 to	 literary	 structures.	 The	 focus	 will	 be	 on	 the	 mechanisms	 of	 literary	 circulation	
outside	the	national	borders.	
As	 the	 reviewed	 literature	 demonstrates,	 the	 concepts	 of	 intra-	 and	 interlingual	








to	 obtaining	 a	 more	 comprehensive	 picture	 of	 the	 problem,	 this	 dissertation	will	 combine	
several	 of	 the	 previously	 used	 perspectives.	 A	 more	 varied	 approach	 should	 allow	 for	 the	










Goffman	 argues	 in	 favour	 of	 methodological	 pluralism.	 He	 proposes	 a	 rather	 broad	
methodological	 approach	 of	 ‘frame	 analysis’,	 stressing	 the	 inevitably	 partial	 and	 arbitrary	
nature	 of	 every	 research.	 In	 lieu	 of	 embracing	 a	 single	 methodology,	 Goffman	 opts	 for	
‘isolat[ing]	some	of	the	basic	frameworks	of	understanding	available	[.	.	.]	for	making	sense	out	






dissertation	 at	 hand,	 however,	 has	 no	 intentions	 of	 being	 methodologically	 innovative	 or	




three	aspects.	The	 first	one	 concerns	 the	multidisciplinary	 character	of	 this	 research:	 apart	
from	 translation	 studies,	 it	 ventures	 into	 the	 realms	 of	 sociology	 of	 language,	 comparative	
literature,	and	multilingualism	studies.	As	this	project	makes	translation	studies	overlap	with	
more	than	one	filed,	it	would	be	challenging	to	come	up	with	an	all-encompassing	framework	
that	 could	 allow	 for	 a	 satisfactory	 interpretation	 of	 results	 extracted	 from	 heterogeneous	
sources.	 The	 second	 aspect	 responsible	 for	 this	 project’s	 ranging	methodologies	 lies	 in	 the	
multifaceted	nature	of	the	phenomenon	under	investigation.	Namely,	the	dissertation	intends	
to	examine	external	as	well	as	internal	factors	that	destabilise	the	relations	between	intra-	and	





therefore,	 calls	 for	 an	 employment	 of	 both	 top-down	 and	 down-top	 methods.	 Finally,	 the	
procedures	used	to	explain	what	causes	the	phenomenon	are	not	adequately	suited	to	measure	
the	 phenomenon’s	 impact.	 To	 this	 end,	 Franco	 Moretti’s	 notion	 of	 distant	 reading	 will	 be	




requires	 knowledge	 and	 scholarly	maturity	 from	 a	 researcher	 to	 arrive	 at	 the	 appropriate	
decision,	regarding	the	choice	of	methods	and	techniques’	(Aronin	and	Jassner	2014,	71).	To	
prevent	 the	 choices	 from	 seeming	 haphazard,	 the	 scope	 of	 each	 approach	will	 be	 carefully	
                                                        
20	Seeing	that	a	glaring	number	of	publications	use	the	term	‘method’	interchangeably	with	‘methodology’,	I	wish	









a	 methodological	 crossroads	 –	 likely	 as	 a	 consequence	 of	 its	 decade-long	 status	 as	 an	
interdisciplinary	 field	 rather	 than	 a	 discipline	 in	 its	 own	 right.	 The	 proliferation	 of	
methodologies,	partially	inflicted	by	the	general	trend	of	borrowing	from	other	spheres,	makes	
listing	 and	 evaluating	 all	 available	methods	 a	 Sisyphean	 task.	Moreover,	 their	 combinatory	
potential	 is	 limitless,	 which	 further	 complicates	 the	 matter.	 For	 the	 sake	 of	 efficiency,	 the	
discussion	 will	 be	 restricted	 to	 the	 approaches	 actually	 used	 in	 the	 course	 of	 research,	
interspersed,	where	appropriate,	with	brief	reviews	of	those	adopted	in	comparable	projects.	
Lastly,	a	dire	peril	lies	in	situations	where	the	varying	methods	are	mutually	incommensurable.	










the	political,	 economic,	 stratifactory	 realities	within	which	men	 [sic]	 are	everywhere	














typology	 where	 the	 social	 dimension	 received	 due	 consideration	 –	 as	 those	 by	 Albachten	




















intriguing	phenomena	 surrounding	 the	 country’s	 linguistic	 scene.	Milorad	Radovanović	 and	
Randall	Major	pinpoint	the	Croatian	author	Dalibor	Brozović	and	the	Serbian	author	Pavle	Ivić	
as	forerunners	of	the	sociolinguistic	approach	(Radovanović	and	Major	2001,	2).	What	is	more,	
they	 argue	 that	 the	 swift	 rise	 of	 such	 models	 in	 former	 Yugoslavia	 resulted	 from	 the	
combination	of	two	factors:	‘the	modern	scientific	paradigm’	and	‘optimally	adequate	tools	for	
the	exceptionally	complex	Yugoslav	 language,	social,	and	cultural	situation	(national,	ethnic,	
political,	 confessional,	 cultural,	historical,	 etc.),	 closely	 connected	with	 this	paradigm	by	 the	
nature	of	things’(Radovanović	and	Major	2001,	1;	brackets	in	the	original).	Radovanović	and	
Major	 imply	 that	 the	 linguistic	 landscape	 in	 question	 is	 almost	 inseparable	 from	 the	
accompanying	socio-cultural	factors;	addressing	it	in	isolation,	therefore,	becomes	insufficient.	
Thematically,	 sociolinguistic	 orientation	 has	 become	 particularly	 widespread	 among	
researchers	working	in	the	following	fields:	language	planning	and	language	policy,	language	
stratification,	 bilingualism/multilingualism/diglossia,	 languages	 in	 contact,	 and	 verbal	
interactions	(Radovanović	and	Major	2001,	2).	In	statistical	terms,	‘among	the	macrolinguistic	
subjects,	topics	in	the	field	of	language	planning	and	language	policy	outnumber	all	others	in	




















Before	 proceeding,	 it	 is	 important	 to	 address	 another	 aspect	 in	 relation	 to	 the	 two	
sociolinguistically	 oriented	 chapters	 –	 their	 temporal	 dimension.	 Namely,	 areas	 of	
sociolinguistics	 concerned	 with	 linguistic	 variation	 traditionally	 bridge	 the	 gap	 between	
diachronic	 and	 synchronic	 analysis.	 Considering	 the	 stress	 this	 dissertation	 places	 on	 the	
variations	stemming	from	temporal	factors,	chapters	4	and	5	try	to	merge	the	often-contrasted	
	 35	
approaches	 of	 diachrony	 and	 synchrony.	 The	 diachronic	 part	 of	 my	 research	 intends	 to	




one	 language’	 (Lehmann	 1993,	 31).	 The	 employment	 of	 both	 is	 necessary	 insofar	 as	 the	
dissertation	hypothesises	relations	between	as	well	as	within	languages.	The	synchronic	part	
of	my	investigation	will	try	to	explain	a	geographic	distribution	of	certain	features	across	the	
given	 territory.	 The	 process	 of	 data	 collection	 will	 include	 a	 test	 assessing	 the	
comprehensibility	of	certain	lects	as	well	as	a	questionnaire	sampling	the	speech	community’s	
attitude	 towards	 them	 –	 the	 results	 of	 which	 will	 be	 discussed	 in	 Chapter	 5.	 Altogether,	
combining	synchrony	and	diachrony	would	allow	the	dissertation	to	delve	into	the	historically	
changing	 social	 realities	 and	 their	 impact	 on	 the	 structural	 development	 of	 a	 lect	 without	
neglecting	its	current	state.	
3.3	Close	Reading	and	Comparative	Translation	Discourse	Analysis	
The	 main	 constraint	 of	 a	 sociolinguistic	 approach	 to	 the	 study	 of	 intra-	 and	 interlingual	
translation	is	that	its	strong	focus	on	external	factors	fails	to	account	for	the	relation	changes	
that	derive	from	text’s	own	hybridity.	Surveying	transitions	that	occur	as	a	result	of	internal	
forces	 requires	 a	 different	 type	 of	 tools	 from	 those	 used	 in	 the	 examination	 of	 external	
intrusions.	In	this	thesis,	the	investigation	of	the	phenomenon’s	micro-scale	manifestation	rests	
on	 the	 study	 of	 multilingual	 content	 found	 in	 literature.	 Considering	 multilingualism	 in	 a	
translational	perspective	calls	for	a	two-phase	procedure:	it	is	only	after	a	meticulous	scrutiny	
of	 language	 relations	 in	 the	 original	 that	 the	 inspection	 of	 the	 translation	 process	 can	
commence.	To	test	the	principal	hypothesis	of	this	research	–	that	translational	relations	are	




society,	 or	 in	 art	 –	 have	 been	 explored	 beyond	 the	 narrow	 confines	 of	 a	 single	 framework.	
Aronin	and	Jassner,	whose	paper	systematises	the	broad	spectrum	of	methodologies	adopted	
in	multilingual	studies,	note	that	such	pronounced	methodological	openness	proceeds	from	the	
multiplicity	 of	 employed	 perspectives	 –	 citing	 psychological,	 educational,	 social,	 cognitive,	






nature.	 What	 makes	 these	 novel	 approaches	 inadequate	 for	 the	 study	 of	 literary	
multilingualism,	however,	 is	 their	preoccupation	with	the	 individual	 and	 its	position	within	
society.	 As	 neither	 of	 these	 streams	 elucidates	 multilingualism’s	 artistic	 dimension,	 the	
research	of	literary	multilingualism,	then,	may	benefit	more	substantially	from	the	application	
of	traditional	philological	methods.	
Chapter	 6	 illustrates	 a	 materialisation	 of	 intra-	 and	 interlingual	 instability	 by	
concentrating	a	multilingual	text	that	combines	several	languages.	When	dealing	with	hybrid	
writing,	 the	 preliminary	 step	 involves	 identifying	 the	 delicate	 interrelations	 between	 the	




needs	to	understand	the	 function	that	each	 individual	language	performs	 in	the	given	piece.	
Further	important	elements	to	be	taken	into	account	include,	inter	alia,	power	relations	within	
the	 text,	 their	 wider	 implications,	 and	 stylistic	 effects.	 If	 polyglossic	 insertions	 into	 the	
dominant	lect	occur	in	more	than	one	language,	their	roles	should	be	assessed	separately	rather	
than	 in	 conjunction,	 to	 prevent	 lapsing	 into	 generalisations.	 In	 pursuance	 of	 these	 steps,	 I	
suggest	 approaching	 the	 problem	 from	 a	 purely	 literary	 perspective	 through	 the	 widely	
established	practice	of	close	reading.	
	 The	 phrase	 ‘close	 reading’	 ought	 to	 be	 used	with	 utmost	 care,	 as	 this	 –	 in	 Jonathan	
Culler’s	words	–	‘sine	qua	non	of	literary	study’	(Culler	2010,	20)	comes	with	a	set	of	issues	
attributable	 to	 the	 term’s	 heterogeneous	 interpretations.	 The	 conspicuous	 lack	 of	 an	



















and	matching	of	 the	 three	positions,	 sometimes	by	 the	 same	scholar	 in	 the	 same	work’	 (Jin	
2017,	115).	With	the	hope	of	preventing	further	methodological	and	rhetorical	inconsistencies,	










The	 synecdoche/metonymy	 distinction	 foregrounds	 relations	 between	 ‘close’	 and	




23	 It	 should	be	mentioned	 that	Franco	Moretti	 is	not	 the	only	scholar	associated	with	distant	 reading.	Besides	






By	 the	 same	 token,	 Jin’s	 understanding	 of	 close	 reading	 allows	 us	 to	 shift	 freely	 between	
different	units	of	analysis	without	committing	to	the	daunting	questions	of	scale	(Jin	2017,	112–
113).	 It	 is	 exactly	 the	 flexible	 nature	 of	 this	 methodology	 that	 permits	 studying	
multilingualism’s	disparate	manifestations	under	a	single	umbrella.		
The	latter	half	of	Chapter	6	seeks	to	embrace	a	comparative	view	in	the	attempt	to	sketch	





discourse	 analysis	 is	 dedicated	 to	 conducting	 ‘detailed	 comparative	 dissections	 –	 or	
“deconstructions”	 –	 of	 the	 text	 at	 different	 levels	 of	 analysis	 (semantic,	 syntactic,	 and	
pragmatic)’	(Burak	2013,	2;	brackets	in	the	original).	This	comparison	of	individual	parameters	
‘should	form	the	foundation	for	an	informed	view	of	how	a	translated	text	works,	with	reference	
to	 its	original,	 in	 its	new	sociocultural	setting’	(Burak	2013,	2).	Although	this	approach	was	
tailored	 to	 tackle	 ‘different	 translations	 of	 the	 same	material’	 (Burak	 2013,	 1),	 it	 could	 be	
fruitful	 even	 for	 those	 studies	 that	 do	 not	 involve	 retranslations.	 In	 the	 examination	 of	
multilingual	 content,	my	 analysis	will	 aim	 to	 cover	multiple	 translations	 not	 by	 looking	 at	
published	retranslations	side-by-side	but,	rather,	by	proposing	alternative	options	in	addition	
to	the	existing	solutions.	
It	 should	 be	 noted	 that	 Burak’s	 source-oriented	 comparative	 translation	 discourse	
analysis	 stands	 in	 stark	 contrast	 to	 the	 aesthetic-based	 approach,	 which	 Lawrence	 Venuti	
collectively	 labels	as	 ‘belletrism’	(Venuti	2013,	235).	The	dominant	 trait	of	 this	 target-based	
approach	 lies	 in	 that	 it	 nurtures	 the	 translation’s	 independence	 in	 relation	 to	 the	 original,	
thereby	blending	the	customary	borders	between	a	 translation	and	an	adaptation.	Likewise,	
this	autonomy	of	original	 texts’	derivatives	contributes	to	 the	abolishment	of	 the	distinction	
between	a	‘first-’	and	‘second-order	creation’	(Venuti	2013,	235).	In	outlining	the	canonisation	
of	belletrism	in	Anglophone	translation	circles	–	both	academic	and	professional	–	Venuti	traces	













and	 the	 competitive	 translation	 market	 of	 the	 Anglophone	 countries.	 The	 dissertation	
hypothesises	that	linguistic	discontinuity	hinders	the	circulation	of	works	in	translation.	This	
part	of	research	ventures	into	a	somewhat	novel	field	–	that	of	sociology	of	translation.	Thanks	
to	 Pierre	 Bourdieu’s	 formulation	 of	 field	 theory,	 many	 disciplines	 in	 the	 humanities	 have	
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undergone	 the	 so-called	 ‘sociological	 turn’.24	 Over	 the	 course	 of	 1990s,	 the	 sociology	 of	
translation	 has	 established	 itself	 within	 the	 realm	 of	 translation	 and	 interpreting	 studies	
(Angelelli	 2014,	 1;	 Sapiro	 2014,	 82).	 A	 sociological	 approach	 shifts	 the	 accent	 from	 the	
translation	as	a	product	to	the	intricate	ways	in	which	translations	are	created	and	circulated.	
Two	 research	 avenues	 emerge	 hereby:	 one	 centering	 ‘the	 agency	 of	 translators	 and	
interpreters’	and	the	other	‘the	social	factors	that	permeate	acts	of	translation	and	interpreting’	
(Angelelli	 2014,	 1).	 In	 lieu	 of	 interpersonal	 relations,	 the	 dissertation	will	 inquire	 into	 the	
significance	of	the	so-called	‘large-scale’	factors.	In	Gisèle	Sapiro’s	opinion,	these	include	–	but	







reading	 resurfaces	 accordingly.	While	 its	 synecdochic	 rendering	 has	 been	 discussed	 in	 the	
previous	 section,	 what	 requires	 further	 elaboration	 at	 this	 point	 is	 the	 consideration	 of	 its	
modes,	which	markedly	differ	from	those	of	close	reading.	Although	Franco	Moretti	is	not	the	
sole	proponent	of	distant	reading,	as	previously	noted,	his	theorisations	are	most	germane	to	





































Multidimensionality	 arises	 as	 the	 dominant	 trait	 of	 translational	 relations.	 As	 Gottlieb’s	




impossible	as	both	pose	constituent	parts	 in	 the	 formulation	of	 translational	 types	(Gottlieb	
2018,	45).	Yet,	as	part	of	the	attempt	to	analyse	the	complex	patterns	in	which	translational	
relations	change	over	time,	the	spotlight	of	this	chapter	will	be	on	the	temporal	aspect.	This	is	
not	 to	 imply	 that	 the	 spatial	 component	will	 be	 disregarded	 altogether,	 but,	 rather,	 that	 its	
exploration	will	be	subsidiary	 for	now;	the	phenomena	surrounding	the	spatial	 facet	will	be	
central	to	the	following	chapter	(see	Chapter	5).	In	more	specific	terms,	the	chapter	at	hand	will	
take	 a	 diachronic	 perspective	 and	 scrutinise	 the	 processes	 of	 vertical	 translation;	whereas	
reserved	for	the	next	chapter	are	the	processes	of	horizontal	translation	–	through	the	prism	of	
synchrony.	
The	 ways	 in	 which	 translational	 relations	 evolve	 over	 time	 will	 be	 studied	 on	 the	
example	of	the	folk	ballad	Hasanaginica.	The	poem	had	been	passed	down	through	generations	






quickly:	among	the	ballad’s	 translators	have	been	some	of	 the	world’s	 finest	poets,	such	as:	
Johann	 Wolfgang	 von	 Goethe25	 (approx.	 1775)	 into	 German;	 Walter	 Scott26	 (1798)	 into	
English;27	Alexander	Sergeyevich	Pushkin	(1835)	and	Anna	Akhmatova	(1950)	into	Russian;	
                                                        




English,	 French	 and	 Russian,	 which	 contain	 a	 selection	 of	 texts	 from	 Stefanović	 Karadžić’s	 oeuvre,	 including	
Hasanaginica,	 and	an	overview	of	 their	 reception	across	Europe	 in	 the	nineteenth	and	 twentieth	century.	See	
Boško	 Suvajdžić’s	Vuk	 Stefanović	 Karadžić,	 1787–1864–2014:	Мündliches	 Volksgut	 der	 Serben	 (Vuk	 Stefanović	
Karadžić,	 1787–1864–2014:	 Serbian	 Traditional	 Oral	 Heritage;	 2015);	 Vuk	 Stefanović	 Karadžić:	 Serbian	




Prosper	Mérimée	 (1827)	and	Adam	Bernard	Mickiewicz	 (1841)	 into	French.28	To	date,	 it	 is	
estimated	that	Hasanaginica	has	been	translated	into	more	than	forty	languages.	In	addition	to	
translations,	there	have	also	been	numerous	retranslations:	for	example,	more	than	fifty	into	








1980;	 Burkhart	 2006,	 26);	 ‘Bosnian’	 (Bulić	 2014,	 12);	 ‘Croatian’	 (Lukežić	 2005);	 ‘Serbian’	
















fluid	 identity	 of	 South	 Slavic	 lects,	 particularly	 those	 stemming	 from	 the	 Serbo-Croatian	
monolith,	 therefore,	 brings	 into	 question	 the	 rigidity	 of	 Jakobson’s	 concepts	 of	 intra-	 and	







                                                        























the	relationship	between	sociopolitical	 factors	and	 linguistic	codification,	 the	 first	section	 is	
dedicated	 to	 reconstructing	 the	 timeline	 of	 South	 Slavic	 lects	 that	 are	 today	 recognised	 as	










If	 we	 acknowledge	 that	 every	 text	 has	 a	 diachronic	 structure,	 as	 Steiner	 suggests	 in	 his	
groundbreaking	book	After	Babel:	Aspects	of	Language	and	Translation	(Steiner	1975,	24),	then	
it	 may	 be	 crucial	 to	 place	 the	 text	 against	 the	 trajectory	 of	 the	 language	 in	 which	 it	 was	
composed:	
	







lects	 in	 use	 over	 the	 centuries,	 such	 as	 Old	 Church	 Slavonic,	 Serbian	 recension	 of	 Church	
Slavonic,	 Croatian	 recension	of	 Church	 Slavonic,	 and	Russian	 recension	 of	 Church	Slavonic;	
likewise,	 Slavonic-Serbian	 (slavenosrpski),	 the	 literary	 language	 of	 Serbs	 in	 the	 Habsburg	
Empire	 –	 itself	 an	 artificial	 hybrid	 of	 vernacular	 Serbian,	 Russianised	 Church	 Slavonic,	 and	
Russian	–	also	falls	outside	the	scope.	Rather,	the	idea	of	this	chronological	overview	is	to	look	








accompanied	 with	 a	 set	 of	 prescriptions	 on	 grammar	 and	 vocabulary	 usage.	 Yet	 all	 these	
regulations	can	prove	ultimately	futile	unless	there	is	a	body	of	literature	that	competently	uses	
the	new	standard.	To	 this	 effect,	 it	 is	understandable	why	 the	 term	 ‘(linguistic)	 standard’	 is	
often	used	interchangeably	with	‘literary	language’.	This	section	will	take	a	cursory	look	at	how	





important	 step	 towards	 the	modernisation	 of	 the	 Serbian	 Cyrillic	 script	was	 conducted	 by	
philologist	Sava	Mrkalj	(1783–1833).	His	groundbreaking	publication	Salo	debeloga	jera	libo	
azbukoprotres	(Fat	of	the	Thick	Yer,	i.e.	Alphabet	Reshuffling)	proposed	the	number	of	letters	







(The	 Serbian	 Grammar	 According	 to	 the	 Speech	 of	 Common	 People),	 Stefanović	 Karadžić	
adopted	the	principle	famously	advocated	by	the	German	philologist	Johann	Christoph	Adelung	






Slavonic-Serbian	 heritage,	 drawing	 particularly	 from	 the	 works	 of	 Avram	 Mrazović	 and	
Milentija	 Smotricki	 (Milanović	 2010,	 117–118).	 Notwithstanding	 its	 drawbacks,	 Pismenica	
could	 be	 considered	 a	 seminal	 publication	 inasmuch	 as	 it	 ensured	 that	 the	 vernacular	 is	







In	 this	 respect,	 Stefanović	 Karadžić’s	 ambitious	 project	 of	 Srpski	 rječnik	 (The	 Serbian	
Dictionary;	 1818)	 provided	 solid	 grounds	 for	 the	 systematisation	 of	 Serbian	 lexis.	 The	
dictionary’s	 26,270	 entries	 were	 collected	 from	 the	 following	 regions:	 Serbia,	 Vojvodina,	













great	magnitude	 for	Stefanović	Karadžić’s	reform	is	 the	year	1847,	often	quoted	as	 the	year	
when	an	 informal	victory	was	 secured	 (Milanović	2010,	125–126);	 the	official	 victory	 came	
only	 in	 1868,	 when	 the	 Serbian	 government	 lifted	 the	 final	 ban	 on	 the	 use	 of	 Stefanović	
Karadžić’s	Cyrillic	script	(Milanović	2010,	132).	Four	major	works	written	in	the	folk	language	
were	 printed	 in	 1847.	 First	 of	 all,	 Đuro	 Daničić’s	 philological	 polemic	Rat	 za	 srpski	 jezik	 i	
pravopis	(The	War	for	the	Serbian	Language	and	Orthography;	1847).	Then,	Branko	Radičević’s	
Pesme	 (Poems;	 1847)	 and	 Petar	 II	 Petrović	 Njegoš’s	 Gorski	 vienac	 (The	 Mountain	Wreath;	
1847).	Lastly,	Stefanović	Karadžić’s	translation	of	the	New	Testimony	into	Serbian	(1847).	The	




intertwined,	 this	 sub-section	 will	 summarise	 only	 the	 key	 developments	 in	 regard	 to	
orthography	 and	 grammar.	 As	 for	 lexicography,	 no	 projects	 comparable	 to	 Stefanović	




Movement,	 and	 other	 associates	 gathered	 around	 this	 pan-South-Slavist	 cultural	 campaign,	
conducted	a	reform	of	the	Latin	script.	The	feat	is	similar	to	Stefanović	Karadžić’s	phonemic	
adjustment	 of	 the	 Cyrillic	 script.	 Gaj’s	 short	 book	 Kratka	 osnova	 horvatsko-slavenskoga	
pravopisanja	(Brief	Basics	of	the	Croatian-Slavonic	Orthography;	1830)	–	published	parallelly	







Croatian	 dialectal	 basis.	 Some	 examples	 of	 Kajkavian	 grammars	 include:	 Josip	 Ernest	
Matijević’s	 Horvatzka	 Grammatika	 oder	 kroatische	 Sprachlehre	 (Croatian	 Grammar;	 1810),	
Josip	 Đurkovečki,	 Jezichnica	 horvatzko-slavinzka	 za	 hasen	 Slavincev,	 i	 potrebochu	 oztaleh	
ztranzkoga	 jezika	 narodov	 (Croatian-Slavic	 Grammar	 For	 the	 Slavonian	 Use	 and	 the	 Use	 of	
Other	Foreign	Nations;	1826),	 and	 Ignac	Kristijanović’s	Grammatik	der	kroatischen	Mundart	




Danica	 ilirska,	 and	Antun	Mažuranić’s	Temelji	 ilirskoga	 i	 latinskoga	 jezika	 za	početnike	 (The	
                                                        
33	 The	 Serbo-Croatian	 language	 has	 three	 dialectal	 groups:	 Štokavian	 (štokavski),	 Čakavian	 (čakavski),	 and	
Kajkavian	 (kajkavski).	These	have	been	named	after	 the	most	common	pronoun	 for	what:	 (Štokavian:	šta,	 što;	





Basics	 of	 the	 Illyrian	 and	 Latin	 for	 Beginners;	 1839).	 The	 presence	 of	 both	 Kajkavian	 and	
Štokavian	grammars	shows	that	the	fight	for	the	dominant	dialect	was	ongoing	and	that	the	
winner	 was	 far	 from	 decided.	 As	 we	 shall	 see	 below,	 this	 was	 about	 to	 change	 with	 the	




and	 Slovene	 intelligentsia	 gathered	 in	 Vienna	 to	 discuss	 the	 creation	 of	 a	 common	 literary	
language.	 The	 document	 signed	 during	 this	 convention	 later	 became	 known	 as	 the	 Vienna	
Literary	Agreement.	 In	addition	to	the	two	Serbian	signatories,	Vuk	Stefanović	Karadžić	and	
Đuro	Daničić,	 the	document	was	 ratified	by	 five	Croatian	 representatives	–	 Ivan	Mažuranić,	
Dimitrije	Demeter,	 Ivan	Kukuljević,	Vinko	Pacel,	 and	Stjepan	Pejaković	–	and	one	Slovenian	
delegate	 –	 Franz	 Miklošić.35	 It	 is	 safe	 to	 assume	 that	 ‘[t]he	 63-year-old	 Vuk	 [Stefanović	








We,	 the	undersigned,	aware	that	one	people	needs	to	have	one	 literature,	and	 in	that	





This	 excerpt	 brings	 to	 the	 fore	 two	 important	 points.	 Firstly,	 the	 visibility	 of	 literature,	 the	
aspect	that	will	be	discussed	more	thoroughly	in	the	chapter	on	literary	circulation	(see	Chapter	






literary’	 (The	1850	Literary	Agreement	 [1850]	2004,	168).	This	 is	 followed	by	an	 interesting	
recommendation:	those	who	do	not	want	to	write	in	the	designated	dialect	are	advised	to	use	
one	of	the	other	two	popular	dialects	–	but	consistently	(The	1850	Literary	Agreement	[1850]	














write	 in	 this	 way	 (although	 not	 all	 mind	 all	 the	 rules).	 (The	 1850	 Literary	
Agreement	[1850]	2004,	168)	
	
The	 choice	of	 this	dialect,	 today	 recognisable	under	 the	 term	Eastern	Herzegovinian	dialect	
(istočnohercegovački	dijalekat;	Milanović	2010,	131),	was	a	compromising	solution.	The	long-
term	significance	of	the	Vienna	Literary	Agreement	could	be	sought	in	the	Croatian	adoption	of	
the	Štokavian	dialectal	basis.	 In	 this	way,	 the	selection	of	 the	Eastern	Herzegovinian	dialect,	
which	is	Štokavian,	actually	meant	that	the	Croats	had	abandoned	their	Čakavian	basis	as	well	
as	the	Kajkavian	one	that	they	shared	with	the	Slovenian	language.	Instead,	they	adopted	the	
new-Štokavian	 linguistic	 pattern,	 normatised	 by	 Stefanović	 Karadžić	 (Petrović	 and	 Gudurić	
















researcher	who	 dedicated	 attention	 to	 the	 linguistic	 developments	 of	 the	 latter	 half	 of	 the	
nineteenth	century,	argues	that	the	Vienna	Literary	Agreement	and	its	legacy	are	responsible	




The	 1850	 Vienna	 Literary	 Agreement	 set	 the	 grounds	 for	 the	 emergence	 of	 the	 common	
national	language.	This,	however,	would	not	happen	until	1918,	when	the	Kingdom	of	Serbs,	
Croats,	and	Slovenes	was	formed	in	the	aftermath	of	the	First	World	War.	For	more	than	seven	




1992).	 The	 idea	 of	 a	 joint	 national	 standardisation	 would	 be	 finally	 deserted	 with	 the	





–	 the	 Vidovdan	 Constitution	 (Vidovdanski	 ustav)	 in	 1921.	 Article	 3	 stipulates	 that	 the	
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Kingdom’s	 official	 language	 is	 ‘Serbo-Croatian-Slovene’	 (srpsko-hrvatsko-slovenački).	 This	










their	 respective	 republics;	 a	 detailed	 analysis	 of	 their	 individual	 regulation,	 however,	 falls	











second	 provision	 specifies	 that	 ‘it	 is	 necessary	 in	 official	 use	 always	 to	 state	 both	 of	 its	
constituent	parts’	 (The	1954	Novi	 Sad	Literary	Agreement	 [1954]	2004,	172;	my	emphasis),	
thereby	allowing	two	variants:	Serbo-Croatian	and	Croato-Serbian.	Apart	 from	declaring	the	
equality	 between	 the	 Cyrillic	 and	 the	 Latin	 script	 (point	 3;	 The	 1954	 Novi	 Sad	 Literary	
Agreement	 [1954]	2004,	172),	 as	well	 as	between	 the	 two	pronunciations	–	 (i)jekavian	 and	
ekavian36	(point	4;	The	1954	Novi	Sad	Literary	Agreement	[1954]	2004,	172)	–	the	Agreement	
regulates	the	domains	of	orthography	and	lexicology,	commissioning	a	common	orthographic	
manual	 (point	 7;	 The	 1954	 Novi	 Sad	 Literary	 Agreement	 [1954]	 2004,	 172)	 along	 with	 a	




It	 is	 necessary	 to	 stand	 up	 decisively	 against	 the	 placing	 of	 artificial	 barriers	 to	 the	
natural	and	normal	development	of	the	Serbo-Croatian	literary	language.	It	is	necessary	






as	 to	 label	 the	practice	as	 ‘harmful’.	Harmful	 for	what	or	 for	whom,	one	may	wonder.	 In	all	



















The	 next	 federal	 constitution,	 passed	 more	 than	 a	 decade	 later,	 in	 1974,	 eliminates	
altogether	names	of	any	official	languages.	The	right	to	determine	the	language(s)	is	delegated	
to	 the	 socialist	 republics	 (Article	 269).	 The	 same	 year,	 individual	 constitutions	 of	 the	 six	
republics	(Serbia;	Croatia;	Bosnia	and	Herzegovina;	Slovenia;	Macedonia;	Montenegro)	and	two	
autonomous	provinces	(Vojvodina;	Kosovo	and	Metohija)	were	enacted.	Sotirović	notices	that	
these	 nine	 constitutions	 from	 1974	 contain	 as	 many	 as	 fifty-one	 article	 dedicated	 to	 the	





established	 ‘Serbo-Croatian’	 and/or	 ‘Croato-Serbian’	 phrasing,	 Article	 138	 of	 the	 Croatian	








378	(Sotirović	2007,	76).	The	constitutions	of	1974,	which	will	remain	 in	effect	 till	 the	 final	
breakup	 of	 Yugoslavia	 in	 the	 early	 1990s,	 point	 towards	 the	 conclusion	 that	 the	 language	
policies	in	the	final	stage	of	SFR	Yugoslavia’s	existence	were,	to	an	extent,	disparate	inasmuch	
as	the	question	of	language	and	its	name(s)	was	differently	regulated	from	state	to	state.	The	
lack	 of	 a	 single	 federation-wide	 language	 policy	 deepened	 the	 discrepancy	 in	 the	 legal	
treatment	of	the	common	language.		
4.2.4	Ramification	of	the	Shared	Language	(1990s	and	2000s)	
In	part,	 a	 gradual	dispersal	of	 the	Serbo-Croatian	 language	was	parallel	 to	 the	omnipresent	
political	turmoil	and	warfare	induced	by	the	disintegration	of	SFR	Yugoslavia	during	the	1990s.	
	




June	 25,	 1991,	 two	 western	 republics,	 Croatia	 and	 Slovenia,	 declared	 their	





1993	 (Bugarski	2004,	12).	Establishing	a	precise	 timeline	 is	somewhat	problematic,	 though	
‘[o]ne	can	date	the	birth	of	the	modern	Croatian	language	in	Croatia	and	Bosnia-Herzegovina	
as	June	25,	1991,	the	day	Croatia	declared	political	independence’	(Magner	2001,	21;	brackets	
in	 the	 original).	 The	 former	 varieties	 of	 Serbo-Croatian	 have	 become	 officially	 separate	
languages	and	established	one-to-one	correspondence	between	the	language	and	the	nation.	
As	 this	 process	was	 straightforward,	 I	 deem	providing	 detailed	 legal	 evidence	 superfluous.	
Suffice	it	to	say	that	in	everyday	life	Serbian	remained	largely	intact,	 ‘as	there	have	been	no	
serious	attempts	to	alter	its	linguistic	profile’	(Bugarski	2004,	13);	Croatian	became	a	target	of	
‘a	 semi-official	 drive	 for	 purification	 and	 Croatization’	 aimed	 to	 be	 achieved	 ‘by	 reviving	
Croatian	archaisms,	 institutionalising	regionalisms	and	creating	neologisms’	(Bugarski	2004	
12);	Bosnian	was	set	to	contradict	its	Serbian	and	Croatian	counterparts	through	the	emphasis	
of	 ‘the	Oriental	 features	of	 the	 local	 linguistic	and	cultural	 tradition’	 (Bugarski	2004,	12).	A	
belated	successor,	springing	from	the	Serbo-Croatian	compound,	is	Montenegrin,	the	marked	
prominence	of	which	roughly	corresponds	to	the	period	surrounding	the	2006	referendum	on	
leaving	 the	 union	 with	 Serbia.	 Following	 the	 comparably	 late	 onset	 of	 the	 language’s	










recognised	as	one.	With	a	general	note	 that	 ‘every	 state,	nation,	 ethno-nation,	or	a	 regional	
community	is	free	to	independently	codify	its	variety	of	the	shared	language’	(‘Deklaracija	o	










which	are	currently	making	Serbian,	Croatian,	 and	Bosnian	 increasingly	different	 from	each	
other	 could	 one	 day	 –	 though	 it	 is	 a	 long	 way	 off	 –	 produce	 three	 mutually	 unintelligible	
languages’	(Crystal	2002,	90).	With	the	benefit	of	a	time	distance,	it	is	easier	to	identify	certain	
signs	of	the	diverging	trend.	A	significant	indicator	of	distancing,	for	example,	emerges	from	
Croatia’s	 accession	 to	 the	 European	 Union	 in	 July	 2013,	 when	 the	 Croatian	 language	
automatically	became	the	twenty-fourth	official	language	of	this	prominent	intergovernmental	





Writer	David	Albahari	 goes	 a	 step	 further	 in	his	predictions.	Having	 self-professedly	
shifted	 his	 position	 from	 ‘defending’	 the	 Serbo-Croatian	 unity,	 which	 he	 firmly	 advocated	




languages	 –	 Serbian,	 Croatian,	 Montenegrin,	 and	 Bosnian	 –	 will	 fulfill	 the	 linguistic	
conditions,	whatever	they	might	be,	and	become	recognised	as	independent	languages	



















































dialect.	Many	 publications,	 especially	 earlier	 ones,	 assert	 that	Hasanaginica	 is	 composed	 in	
Morlacchian.	 For	 example,	 Goethe’s	 translation	 includes	 a	 note	 right	 under	 the	 title	 on	 the	
ballad’s	 language,	 which	 states:	 ‘Morlakisch’	 (Morlacchian;	 Goethe	 [1775]	 1975,	 75).	 These	
people’s	exact	origins	are	obscure;	no	less	cryptic	is	their	ultimate	fate:	
	
Since	 the	 Morlacchi	 qua	 Morlacchi	 disappeared	 from	 the	 rank	 of	 nations,	 or	 even	
ethnographic	groups,	over	the	course	of	the	nineteenth	century,	their	descendants	are	
presumably	Serbs	or	Croats;	yet	the	assignment	of	those	modern	national	labels	to	the	
eighteenth-century	 age	 of	 Venetian	 rule	 would	 be	 historically	 anachronistic.	 (Wolff	
2002,	12)	
	




of	 certainty,	 that	 Hasanaginica	 originated	 in	 the	 region	 of	 Imotski,	 located	 in	 Dalmatian	
Hinterland	of	today’s	Croatia	(Murko	[1935]1975,	355;	Mahmutćehajić	2010,	540).	Over	the	
course	 of	 the	 seventeenth	 century,	 this	 inland	 strip	 belonged	 to	 the	 Bosnia	 Eyalet	 of	 the	
Ottoman	Empire.	In	the	aftermath	of	the	Great	Turkish	War	(1683–1699),	Ottomans	lost	most	
of	 Dalmatia	 and	 the	 control	 of	 this	 territory	was	 split	 between	 two	 city-states:	 Venice	 and	
Dubrovnik.	In	1717,	Imotski	passed	to	Venetian	rule.	The	toponym	Imotski	is	mentioned	in	the	
very	ballad	along	with	two	historical	figures	–	Hasan-Aga	Arapović	and	Beg	Pintorović	–	who	
are	 known	 to	 have	 lived	 nearby	 in	 the	 late	 seventeenth	 century	 (Jones	 2010,	 282).	 These	


















	 Nonetheless,	 the	most	widespread	version	of	 the	 text	 is	neither	 that	of	Fortis	nor	of	
Miklosich	–	but	Stefanović	Karadžić’s	reduction.39	In	his	earliest	collection	of	folk	poetry	under	
the	title	Mala	prostonarodna	slaveno-serbska	pjesnarica	(1814),	Stefanović	Karadžić	included	
Fortis’	Hasanaginica	–	 though	with	a	series	of	orthographic,	 lexical,	and	other	 interventions.	
The	 ballad	 was	 excluded	 from	 Stefanović	 Karadžić’s	 subsequent	 collection	 Srpske	 narodne	

















Prior	 to	discussing	how	relations	between	 languages	 function	 in	a	 translational	perspective,	
one	ought	 to	pinpoint	 the	 language	of	what	 is	traditionally	referred	to	as	the	 ‘source’	or	 the	
‘original’.	 We	 have	 already	 asserted	 that	 many	 ambiguities	 make	 this	 a	 delicate	 task	 in	





person	 or	 community,	 or	 with	 some	 general	 notion	 of	 ‘everyday	 conversation’.	
Competence	includes	everything	in	the	language	system,	whereas	‘language	of	the	age’	
does	not.	To	talk	about	the	language	of	some	age	[.	.	.]	is	to	characterise	that	period	with	
                                                        
37	 For	 a	 contrastive	 analysis	 of	 Fortis’s	 and	 Miklosich’s	 versions,	 see	 Lejla	 Nakaš’s	 paper	 ‘The	 Ballad	 of	
Hasanaginica:	Fortis’	Redaction	and	the	Split	Manuscript’	(2010).	
38	 For	 other	 texts	 with	 motifs	 from	 Hasanaginica,	 see,	 for	 example	 Thomas	 Butler’s	 collection	Monumenta	
Serbocroatica:	A	Bilingual	Anthology	of	Serbian	and	Croatian	Texts	from	the	12th	to	19th	Century	(1980).	
39	For	more	on	different	variants,	see,	for	example:	Radosav	Medenica’s	‘Fortisova	Hasanaginica	i	splitski	rukopis’	
(Fortis’	 Hasanaginica	 and	 the	 Split	 Manuscript;	 1979);	 Pavle	 Ivić	 and	 Aleksandar	 Mladenović’s	 ‘Filološke	
napomene	o	Hasanaginici’	(Philological	Notes	on	Hasanaginica;	1984);	G.	Gesemann’s	‘Die	Asanaginica	im	Kreise	
ihrer	Varianten’	 (Asanaginica	in	 the	Circle	of	 its	Variants;	1923);	Paul-Louis	Thomas’s	 ‘Asan-aginica	 iz	Vukove	
Pjesnarice	 u	 odnosu	 na	 Fortisovu	 i	 kasniju	 Vukovu	Hasanaginicu:	 uticaj	 na	 francuske	 prevode	 balade’	 (Asan-
Aginica	 from	 Vuk’s	Pjesnarica	 in	 Comparison	 to	 Fortis’	 and	 Vuk’s	 later	Hasanaginica:	 Influence	 upon	 French	
Translations	of	the	Ballad;	2014).	
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reference	 to	a	 small	sub-set	of	 the	 language	of	 a	whole	at	 that	 time.	Certain	 features	
stand	out,	we	see	in	retrospect,	which	enable	us	to	contrast	that	age	with	some	other.	[.	
.	.]	
It	 is	 difficult	 to	 study	 the	 language	 of	 an	 age,	 because	 of	 the	 problem	of	obtaining	 a	
sufficiently	clear	bird’s	eye	view	of	the	period	in	question	–	something	which	becomes	





The	 merging	 of	 intra-	 and	 interlingual	 perspective	 has	 problematised	 the	 lect	 of	
Hasanaginica,	which	has	been	variously	described	by	its	translators,	interpreters,	researchers,	
and	others.	The	recurring	question	posed	–	implicitly	or	explicitly	–	is:	whose	is	Hasanaginica?40	
By	 extension,	 in	 what	 language	 was	 the	 ballad	 composed?	 To	 illustrate	 the	 diversity	 of	
classifications	present	 in	current	 literature,	 let	us	cite	 the	most	prominent	ones.	Goethe,	 the	
ballad’s	 first	 translator	 into	 German,	 identifies	 its	 language	 as	 ‘Morlakisch’	 (Morlacchian;	
Goethe	[1775]	1975,	75);	Stefanović	Karadžić	includes	the	ballad	in	his	collection	of	Serbian	
folk	poetry,	 thereby	 implicitly	 categorising	 it	 as	 ‘Serbian’	 (Stefanović	Karadžić	 [1846]	1975,	
















Mecklenburg	adds	a	paragraph-long	 ‘terminological’	digression	explaining	 that	 even	 though	
Goethe	asserts	that	the	ballad	is	in	‘Morlacchian’,	the	language	of	Hasanaginica	started	even	in	
Goethe’s	time	to	be	regarded	as	‘Serbo-Croatian’,	which	has	become	problematic	following	the	
disintegration	 of	 SFR	 Yugoslavia	 (Mecklenburg	 2015,	 79–80).	 Mecklenburg	 concludes	 that	
‘since	 all	 three	 nations	 rightly	 claim	 the	 tradition	 to	 which	 the	 work	 belongs,	 the	 fairest	
description,	although	not	linguistically	accurate,	is	certainly	“South	Slavic”’	(Mecklenburg	2015,	
80).	While	this	analysis	has	no	intentions	of	attaching	national	labels	and	recognises	the	futility	
of	 such	attempts,	 the	already	existing	diachronic	 research	on	 the	given	 topic	 can	serve	as	a	
                                                        
40	Inspired	by	this	question,	Mate	Kuvačić–Ižepa	published	a	book,	popular	in	character,	under	the	title	Čija	 je	
Asanaginica	(Whose	is	Hasanaginica;	2007).	The	debate	on	Hasanaginica’s	language	has	been	addressed	directly	
in	 two	nationally	 coloured	 essays:	 Iva	 Lukežić’s	 ‘Dijalektološko	 čitanje	 Fortisove	 “Asanaginice”’	 (Dialectologic	
Reading	of	Fortis’	‘Asanaginica’;	2005),	which	advocates	for	Croatian,	and	Refik	Bulić’s	‘Na	kome	je	jeziku	spjevana	
Hasanaginica’	(What	is	the	Language	of	Hasanaginica;	2014),	which	advocates	for	Bosnian.	




useful	 point	 of	 departure	 in	 the	 explanation	 of	 translational	 relations’	 development.	 The	
following	paragraphs	will	focus	on	the	key	aspects	that	have	made	the	ballad	ambiguous	in	such	
a	way	that	it	has	strong	ties	with	all	three	modern	speech	communities.	The	reasons	for	this	are	
manifold	 and	 stem	 both	 from	 literary	 and	 linguistic	 sources.	 The	 spheres	 of	 language	 and	




tradition.	 Its	 inscription	 is	 thought	 to	 have	 taken	 place	 approximately	 a	 century	 after	 the	
ballad’s	 creation.	 In	 How	 to	 Read	 World	 Literature,	 David	 Damrosch	 tackles	 the	 issue	 of	







fiction;	 the	 typist,	 the	 editor,	 the	 typesetter,	 the	 printer,	 the	 proofreader,	 and	 of	 course	 the	
reader’	(Federman	2001,	70).	The	list	could	be	fruitfully	expanded	to	include	the	collector	of	













These	 leave	 plenty	 of	 room	 for	 speculation.	 For	 instance,	 the	 remains	 of	 the	 ikavian	
pronunciation	 in	 Fortis’	 text	 have	 given	 scholars	 reasons	 to	 believe	 that	 the	 ballad	 was	
originally	ikavian	and	only	subsequently	reworked	into	(i)jekavian	to	fit	the	conventions	of	the	






know	 that	 certain	 versions	 vary	 to	 the	 extent	 that	 some	 scholars	 argue	 these	 are	 different	
works	altogether?	Or,	should	each	inscription	be	treated	as	an	entity	in	its	own	right?	In	other	








the	 folk	 ballad?	 Francis	 Jones’	 translation	 into	 English,	 for	 example,	 rests	 solely	 on	 Fortis’	
publication.	Is	not	the	‘authoritative’	version	–	as	that	by	Stefanović	Karadžić,	for	instance	–	also	
a	construct,	a	mere	attempt	at	reconstructing	the	original	rather	than	an	insight	into	an	actually	
authentic	 manuscript?	 Besides,	 we	 ought	 to	 acknowledge	 that	 improvisation	 is	 a	 general	
characteristic	 of	 the	 spoken	 folk	 tradition.	 Milman	 Parry,	 the	 classicist	 credited	 with	
establishing	 the	 scholarly	 discipline	 of	 oral	 tradition,	 uses	 the	 example	 of	 illiterate	 Serbian	
poets	‘guslars’	to	argue	that	Homer’s	oeuvre	could	have	been	originally	oral	rather	than	written	
(as	 it	was	 presupposed	 in	 the	 early	 twentieth	 century),	 despite	 the	 extraordinary	 length	 of	









Finally,	 the	 shift	 from	 the	 spoken	 to	 the	 written	 medium	 brings	 an	 extra	 layer	 of	
complexity	since	the	act	of	inscription	transplants	the	work	from	its	authentic	context.	Let	us	
























































transmission	 of	 a	written	message	 is	 contingent	 upon	 two	major	 factors:	 first,	 the	 physical	
survival	of	the	medium;	and,	secondly,	the	decipherability	of	the	text’s	meaning.	Take	a	tablet	
in	Linear	A,	an	example	borrowed	from	Dennis	Duncan’s	essay	‘Languages	Lost	in	Time’.	The	
medium	 itself,	which	 could	date	 from	as	early	as	 twenty-fifth	 century	BCE,	has	 survived	 the	
demise	of	its	civilisation,	reaching	all	the	way	to	the	modern	era.	We,	the	people	of	the	twenty-
first	 century	 CE,	have	 the	 tablet,	we	have	 the	 text.	Though,	 its	meaning,	 at	 this	point,	seems	
irretrievably	lost;	or,	as	those	more	optimistic	would	have	it,	the	tablet’s	meaning	has	yet	to	be	





exceeds	 the	 lifespan	 of	 any	 known	 language	 (Duncan	 2019,	 159;	 165).	 This	 temporal	
juxtaposition	makes	the	author	wonder	whether	the	fate	of	every	language	is	to	become	lost	





























coherent;	 more	 dramatic	 events,	 such	 as	 the	 branching	 of	 Serbo-Croatian,	 bring	 these	
transformations	 to	 the	 fore.	 An	 important	 question	 arises	 hereby:	 provided	 that	 we	
acknowledge	 that	 living	 languages	 constantly	 evolve,	 how	 (if	 at	 all)	 can	 the	 meaning	 be	




between	 the	 notions	 of	 ‘dwelling’	 and	 ‘building’.	 It	 is	 there	 that	 he	 expresses	 the	 seminal	
thought:	‘Man	acts	as	though	he	[sic]	were	the	shaper	and	master	of	language,	while	in	fact	the	


















To	modern	 Bosnian-Croatian-Serbian	 readers,	 the	 poem’s	 language	 is	markedly	 old-
fashioned	 and	 regional.	 This	 is	 hardly	 surprising	 for	 a	 folk	 poem	gathered	 almost	 a	
century	before	a	standard	language	was	established	(though,	interestingly,	it	was	folk	





Jones’	 parenthetically	 inserted	 comment	 is	 crucial	 for	 our	 analysis:	 if	 we	 go	 back	 to	 the	
provisions	of	the	Vienna	Literary	Agreement,	we	will	remember	that	the	‘southern	dialect’,	that	
is	the	Eastern	Herzegovinian	dialect	(istočnohercegovački),	was	selected,	among	other	reasons,	
on	the	grounds	that	 ‘nearly	all	 the	 folk	poems	are	created	 in	this	dialect’	 (The	1850	Literary	
Agreement	 [1850]	 2004,	 168).	Hasanaginica	 is	 no	 exception.	 This	 transitionary	 dialect	was	
chosen	since	it	shared	a	great	number	of	similarities,	but	its	codification,	in	return,	brought	the	
idioms	 even	 closer	 together.	 Upon	 the	 disintegration	 of	 SFR	 Yugoslavia,	 features	 of	 this	
‘southern	dialect’	have	entered	the	modern	standards	of	all	 four	Serbo-Croatian	successors:	
Serbian,	Croatian,	Bosnian,	and	Montenegrin.	This	act	of	standardisation,	despite	its	unofficial	
character,	 fostered	 unification,	 which,	 in	 all	 likelihood,	 produced	 a	 greater	 number	 of	
similarities	 than	 it	 would	 have	 been	 the	 case	 had	 the	 idioms	 remained	 unregulated.	 This	





Empire	of	 the	Nemanjić	 dynasty,	 one	 should	 look	 no	 further	 than	 the	 famous	Dušan’s	 Code	
(Dušanov	zakonik;	1349).43	Although	this	legal	document	was	written	in	the	vernacular,	mixed	
with	elements	of	Old	Church	Slavonic	(Stanojčić	and	Popović	[1989]	2014,	15)	–	the	language	
of	 the	Orthodox	church	at	 the	time	–	we	cannot	speak	of	 it	as	of	a	 ‘national’	 language	 in	the	





era:	 ‘European	 vernaculars	 obviously	 existed	 before	 the	 nations.	 Many	 languages	 that	 are	






should	 come	 as	 no	 surprise,	 then,	 that	 it	 was	 the	 widespread	 use	 (both	 literary	 and	 non-











                                                        







glorification	of	 the	past,	provided	 the	 intellectual	 framework	 for	 the	 constitution	of	nation-







the	 opposite,	 it	 provides	 ‘the	 crystallization	 of	 new	 units,	 suitable	 for	 the	 conditions	 now	
prevailing,	 though	 admittedly	using	 as	 their	 raw	material	 the	 cultural,	 historical,	 and	 other	
inheritances	from	the	pre-nationalist	world’	(Gellner	1983,	49;	my	emphasis).	
In	 this	 creation	 of	 new	 units,	 language	 is	 often	 an	 instrument	 that	 gives	 the	 new	
structure	 legitimacy.	 One	 of	 the	 preconditions	 of	 modern	 nation	 states	 is	 the	 one-to-one	






neighbours.	 And	 there	 is	 the	 linguistic	 sense	where	 two	 forms	 of	 speech	which	 are	











I	 argue,	 is	 an	 inseparable	 component	 in	 the	 constitution	 of	 linguistic	 identity	 and	 linguistic	





‘political	 language’	 can	 have	 upon	 ‘linguistic	 language’.	 For	 translational	 relations,	 the	
introduction	of	‘linguistic	languages’	as	opposed	to	‘political	languages’	would	only	create	an	
utter	 confusion.	 In	his	paper	 ‘What's	 in	a	Name:	The	Case	of	 Serbo-Croatian’,	Bugarski	 also	
discusses	the	aforementioned	distinction,	which	he	tried	to	introduce	independently	of	Dixon	


















As	pointed	out	 in	 literature	 review,	 Jakobson’s	notions	of	 intra-	and	 interlingual	 translation	
have	attracted	criticism	for	the	often-encountered	difficulty	of	discerning	linguistic	boundaries,	
which	is	a	prerequisite	for	specifying	translational	relations	(see	2.2.4).	Derrida	(1985),	Toury	









As	 though	 foreseeing	 the	 potential	 issue,	 Jakobson	 explicitly	 states	 in	 ‘On	 Linguistic	
Aspects	of	Translation’	that	‘differential	bilingual	grammars’	are	the	instruments	that	‘should	
define	 what	 unifies	 and	 what	 differentiates	 the	 two	 languages	 in	 their	 selection	 and	
delimitation	of	grammatical	concepts’	(Jakobson	[1959]	2012,	128).	Jakobson	clearly	puts	too	
much	faith	in	linguistics	in	a	narrow	sense	and	the	primacy	of	a	purely	grammatical	criterion.	
Is	 it	 sheer	 naivety	 to	 believe	 that	 the	 judgement	 of	 contrastive	 analysis	would	 be	 taken	 as	
axiomatic?	 Such	 strategy	 would	 probably	 be	 sustainable	 in	 vacuum	 but	 can	 grammar	
overpower	external	determinants,	such	as	social	or	political	factors?	Linguistics	in	a	broader	
sense,	 which	 encompasses	 all	 sciences	 that	 take	 language	 as	 an	 object	 of	 study,	 and	







and	 interlingual	 translation	 often	 resort,	 consciously	 or	 less	 so,	 to	 a	 text	 that	 considerably	
precedes	 ‘On	 Linguistic	 Aspects	 of	 Translation’	 –	 that	 is	 to	 Ferdinand	 de	 Saussure’s	
posthumously	 published	 Course	 in	 General	 Linguistics	 (Saussure	 [1959]	 2011),	 the	 work	
foundational	not	only	to	‘the	era	of	the	sign’	but	far	beyond.	Pym,	for	example,	points	out	that	
‘[t]hose	who	travel	on	foot	or	have	read	the	diachronic	part	of	Saussure	know	that	there	are	no	




by	 asserting	 that	 ‘[s]tatic	 linguistics	 works	 with	 units	 that	 owe	 their	 existence	 to	 their	










and	 [French]	 chaud	 constitute	 a	 diachronic	 identity’,	 Saussure	 explains,	 ‘means	 simply	 that	
speakers	 passed	 from	 one	 form	 to	 the	 other	 through	 a	 series	 of	 synchronic	 identities	 in	
speaking	 without	 there	 being	 a	 break	 in	 their	 common	 bond	 despite	 successive	 phonetic	
changes’(Saussure	[1959]	2011,	182).	Although	Saussure	examines	the	concepts	of	diachronic	
and	 synchronic	 identity	on	a	phonetic	 sample,	nothing	prevents	us	 from	applying	 the	 same	
reasoning	 to	 the	 language	as	a	whole.	This	 reaffirms	Pym’s	 comment	on	 the	blurredness	of	
linguistic	 borders	 but,	moreover,	 serves	 as	 the	 basis	 for	Kathleen	Davis’s	 argumentation	 in	
‘Intralingual	Translation	and	the	Making	of	a	Language’	(2014).	
Davis’	 essay	 could	 be	 interpreted	 as	 an	 expansion	 of	 Saussure’s	 claim	 on	 the	




notion	 of	 vertical	 translation	 –	 that	 operating	 between	 different	 linguistic	 and	 historical	
constituencies.	 Nevertheless,	 Saussure’s	 distinction	 leaves	 the	 problem	 of	 distinguishing	
between	different	units	open.	As	presented	in	literature	review,	Davis	argues	that	the	processes	
of	 continuous	 (what	 would	 be	 termed	 intralingual)	 translation	 have	 allowed	 for	 the	
preservation	of	the	English	linguistic	identity	despite	the	loss	of	comprehension	between	its	
early	 and	modern	 version	 (Davis	 2014,	 587;	 see	 2.2.4).	 Contributing	 to	 the	 debate	 on	 the	
relationship	 between	 Old	 English	 and	 modern	 English,	 Davis	 reflects	 on	 the	 most	 widely	
recognised	epic	poem	composed	in	Old	English:	
	
The	question	of	whether	Beowulf	 is	written	 in	English	 thus	misses	 the	point,	since	 it	
assumes	that	we	can	ascertain	the	identity	and	history	of	‘English’	without	taking	into	
consideration	the	translation	history	that	enabled	the	reading,	editing,	publication,	and	
institutionalization	 of	 texts	 like	 Beowulf.	 (Davis	 2014,	 58;	 emphasis	 and	 inverted	
commas	in	the	original)	
	









soon	 realise	 that	 the	 question	 of	whether	Hasanaginica	 is	 in	 Serbian,	 Croatian,	 or	 Bosnian	
misses	the	point	as	it	ignores	the	historicity	of	the	idiom	in	which	the	ballad	was	written	and	
its	development	–	which	has	not	been	 that	of	 ‘seamless	succession’	but	 that	of	rupture	and	
ramification.	 The	 chronology	 testifying	 to	 the	 fluidity	 of	 this	 linguistic	 identity	 has	 been	
provided	earlier	in	this	chapter	(see	4.2).	Drawing	from	Saussure,	we	arrive	at	the	conclusion	
that	 there	 are	 two	 possible	 scenarios:	 a	 series	 of	 synchronic	 identities	 can	 result	 either	 in	
continuity	 or	 in	 change.	 The	 English	 case	 is	 that	 of	 continuity,	 the	 Serbo-Croatian,	 its	
predecessors	 and	 successors’,	 is	 that	 of	 change.	 The	 evolution	 of	 languages	 confirms	 the	
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Serbian,	 Croatian,	 Bosnian,	 and	Montenegrin	 language	 pair.	 From	 the	moment	 Serbian	 and	
Croatian	 were	 standardised	 separately	 henceforth,	 we	 can	 translate	 between	 these	 two	
languages,	and	 it	 is	a	clear	example	of	 interlingual	 translation	by	 Jakobson’s	standards,	as	 it	
operates	between	 two	distinct	 languages.	During	 the	 time	when	codification	prescribed	 the	
existence	of	Serbo-Croatian	–	one	language	with	multiple	varieties	–	the	translation	between	




in	 modern	 times,	 which	 is	 actually	 one	 in	 the	 series	 of	 descendants	 of	 the	 unnamed	 pre-
codification	 idiom?	 Would	 such	 vertical	 translation	 be	 classified	 as	 intra-	 or	 interlingual?	
Vertical	translation	between	different	historical	constituencies,	where	multiple	modern	ones	
originated	 from	 a	 historical	 one,	 problematises	 Jakobson’s	 distinction	 between	 intra-	 and	













been	 preserved.	Hasanaginica’s	 case,	 hence,	 confirms	 the	 tested	 hypothesis	 that	 a	 lack	 of	
mutual	 intelligibility	 between	 separate	 lects	 is	 not	 the	 necessary	 condition	 for	 language	
separation.	This	paradox	runs	counter	to	our	instinct	of	how	linguistic	borders	are	established.	
Pym’s	proposed	model	of	using	translation	as	a	way	of	determining	cultural	proximity	


















Montenegrin,	 then,	 according	 to	 Pym,	 this	 is	 an	 indicator	of	 cultural	 proximity.	 Conversely,	
Beowulf,	which	can	only	be	understood	by	a	speaker	of	modern	English	in	translation,	indicates	












One	may	argue	 that	 the	same	should	apply	 to	a	diachronic	assessment	of	 linguistic	 aspects.	
Despite	 some	 obsolete	 features,	Hasanaginica	 is	 still	 largely	 understandable	 to	 the	modern	
readership	speaking	Serbian,	Croatian,	Bosnian,	and/or	Montenegrin.	The	standardisation	of	
Serbo-Croatian	 as	 well	 as	 its	 ramification	 came	 considerably	 after	 the	 composition	 (and	
transcription)	of	Hasanaginica.	For	this	reason,	it	appears	logical	that	we	should	not	impose	the	
modern	 linguistic	debate	 surrounding	 the	 successors	of	 Serbo-Croatian	 upon	Hasanaginica;	
rather,	we	should	acknowledge	the	ballad’s	historicity.		
Hasanaginica	 teaches	 us	 that	 the	 tension	 between	 primordial	 and	 modern	 times	 is	
embodied	in	the	inability	to	impose	lect’s	contemporary	parameters	onto	a	work	from	the	past.	
Inevitably,	 any	 answer	 favouring	 one	 language	 over	 the	 others	would	 be	 an	 appropriation	
formulated	in	the	wake	of	nationalisation	of	non-material	cultural	heritage	that	ensued	after	
the	 breakup	 of	 SFR	 Yugoslavia.	 The	 modern	 standards	 in	 their	 current	 form	 and	
institutionalisation	 are	 a	 relatively	 recent	 invention	 on	 Hasanaginica’s	 centuries-long	
trajectory.	 For	 this	 reason,	 any	 answer	 that	 singles	 out	 one	 language	 would	 rest	 on	 a	
reconstruction,	 as	 there	 is	 no	 actual	 continuity	 in	 tradition	 –	 despite	 the	 preserved	
intelligibility.	 Hasanaginica,	 undoubtedly,	 belongs	 to	 the	 cultural	 heritage	 of	 all	 three	
previously	mentioned	linguistic	communities	–	and	to	many	more	literary	traditions	to	which	





So,	 how	 does	 the	 temporal	 uncertainty	 of	 linguistic	 borders	 affect	 Hasanaginica’s	
translatability?	 We	 can	 honour	 the	 ballad’s	 historicity	 and	 avoid	 choosing	 the	 name	 of	 a	

























the	 language	 becomes	 insufficient.	 Jakobson’s	 suggestion	 to	 turn	 to	 ‘differential	 bilingual	
grammars’	 (Jakobson	[1959]	2012,	128)	 is	of	 little	use.	The	grammatical	 criterion	 is	 simply	








the	 main	 argument,	 that	 intra-	 and	 interlingual	 translation	 are	 not	 stable	 relations.	 This	
chapter’s	 diachronic	 perspective	 demonstrates	 that	 lects	 constantly	 evolve	 and	 it	 is	




The	 ‘tower	of	Babel’	does	not	merely	 figure	the	 irreducible	multiplicity	of	 tongues;	 it	










and	 durable	 structure	 that	 Derrida	 brings	 into	 question	 Jakobson’s	 widely	 accepted	
categorisation	 of	 translation.	 This	 perpetually	 changing	 linguistic	 landscape	 is	 certainly	
exemplified	 by	 the	 scrutinised	 languages	 of	 the	 Balkan	 Slav.	 Over	 time,	 languages	 either	






First	 of	 all,	 the	 ballad	was	 composed	 in	 the	 Eastern	 Herzegovinian	 dialect.	 Selected	 as	 the	
	 66	
literary	 standard	 in	 the	 mid-nineteenth	 century,	 owing	 to	 its	 transitionary	 character,	 the	
Eastern	Herzegovinian	dialect	 later	brought	 the	Croatian,	Bosnian,	and	Serbian	 idioms	even	
closer	together.	Many	of	its	features	have	entered	all	three	modern	standards.	Furthermore,	
what	adds	another	 layer	of	ambiguity	 to	 the	ballad	 is	 the	existence	of	multiple	variants	and	






which	 is	 deeply	 ideological	 –	 has	 proven	 a	 fruitful	 starting	 point	 in	 the	 investigation	 of	
translational	relations.		
Departing	 from	 Jakobson’s	 arguable	 neglection	 of	 translational	 relations’	
multidimensionality,	 this	 chapter	has	explored	 their	 temporal	dimension	on	 the	example	of	
South	Slavic	ballad	Hasanaginica.	The	unstated	premise	of	Jakobson’s	concepts	is	that	in	order	
to	establish	what	is	translated	inside	and	what	outside	the	language,	one	needs	to	be	able	to	
specify	 the	 so-called	 ‘source’	 and	 the	 ‘target’	 language.	Through	 the	prism	of	diachrony,	 the	
chapter	has	revealed	this	premise’s	problematic	nature,	hidden	in	the	inability	to	always	clearly	
determine	what	counts	as	a	language,	especially	in	the	pre-standardisation	era.	Moreover,	the	
language’s	evolutionary	character	 tends	to	obscure	 its	 temporal	borders.	And,	 thanks	to	 the	
invention	 of	writing	 systems,	 literature	 is	 able	 to	 transcend	 its	 original	 context	 and	 travel	
through	 time.	 Hasanaginica’s	 rupture	 with	 the	 original	 context,	 accompanied	 with	 its	
language’s	 subsequently	 fluid	 identity,	 has	 caused	 a	 disbalance	 between	 the	 past	 and	 the	
present	in	linguistic	terms.	
This	chapter’s	sociologically	oriented	reassessment	of	Jakobson’s	notions	of	intra-	and	
interlingual	 translation	 signals	 that	 these	 concepts	 were	 conceived	 on	 the	 premise	 of	
synchrony.	In	vertical	translation,	their	validity	is	limited:	namely,	they	can	be	applied	to	cases	
where	 linguistic	unity	has	been	preserved,	but	 they	 fail	 to	encompass	the	cases	of	linguistic	
discontinuity	–	as	is	the	case	with	Serbo-Croatian,	its	predecessors,	and	successors.	Namely,	the	
lect	of	Hasanaginica	has	gone	through	multiple	phases.	In	rough	terms,	these	could	be	divided	
into	 four	 stages:	 the	 period	 that	 precedes	 any	 codification	 (when	 Hasanaginica	 was	 both	
created	and	first	written);	the	period	of	a	joint	literary	standard;	the	period	when	this	literary	
standard	was	upgraded	 to	a	 joint	national	 language;	 and,	 finally,	 the	period	of	 ramification,	
which	produced	languages	that	correspond	to	the	newly	formed	nation-states.	During	all	these	
phases,	understanding	has	remained	almost	intact	–	proving	that	mutual	intelligibility	does	not	
affect	 linguistic	 borders.	 Translating	 from	 a	 diachronic	 idiom,	 which	 precedes	 any	 official	
codification,	 into	 synchronic	 languages	 that	 have	 developed	 from	 that	 diachronic	 variety	 is	





has	 shown	 how	 the	 idioms	 were	 socially	 regulated	 –	 at	 times	 brought	 together,	 at	 times	
separated	by	official	state	means.	As	codification	 is	a	social	act,	 the	results	 indicate	that	 the	
social	factor	does	play	a	role	in	the	delimitation	of	languages	and,	by	extension,	the	constitution	
of	translational	relations.	With	translations	that	involve	standards,	hence,	relations	cannot	be	
discerned	 based	 solely	 on	 the	 linguistic	 criterion,	 that	 is	 independently	 of	 their	 diachronic	
codification.	




on	 translational	 relations’	 multidimensionality,	 then,	 the	 next	 facet	 worthy	 of	 detailed	
examination	is	translational	relations’	behaviour	in	a	spatial	dimension.	This	will	be	the	main	












Although	 the	 title	 identifies	 spatial	 factors	as	 this	 chapter’s	 focus,	such	emphasis	–	made	 in	
service	of	 the	dissertation	as	a	whole	–	 is	somewhat	undue.	Considering	translational	types’	
multidimensionality,	 which	makes	 the	 spatial	 components	 inseparable	 from	 temporal	 ones	
(Gottlieb	2018,	45),	the	above	title	should	be	taken	with	a	pinch	of	salt.	Since	Jakobson’s	notions	
of	 intra-	 and	 interlingual	 translation	 are	 deemed	 to	 have	 been	 conceived	 in	 a	 synchronic	





the	 formulation	 of	 translational	 relations:	 Chapter	 4	 has	 dealt	 with	 language	 and	 its	







during	 his	 residences	 and	 trips	 across	 Serbia.	 Sremac’s	 effort	 to	 record	 authentic	 lexis,	
grammatical	features	with	all	their	morphological,	syntactic	and	other	specificities,	and	even	































in	 Serbia,	 over	 the	 years	 the	 film	 has	 been	 shown	 with	 no	 intralingual	 translation	 of	 the	
dialectally	 saturated	 parts,	 which	 constitute	 roughly	 eighty	 percent	 of	 the	 film.	 In	 Croatia,	
however,	the	national	television	(HRT)	has	subtitled	the	film	in	standard	Croatian.50	This	fact	
alone	would	not	pose	a	compelling	matter	had	it	not	provoked	an	avalanche	on	social	media:51	
a	 portion	 of	 Serbian	 speakers	 who	 had	 previously	 seen	 the	 film	 with	 no	 explanatory	
intervention	whatsoever	claimed	that	 the	 interlingual	translation	 into	Croatian	helped	them	
finally	understand	Zona	Zamfirova’s	colourful	dialogues.	
Is	it	possible	and,	if	yes,	how	come	that	a	speaker	of	one	language	can	have	difficulties	




on	 translational	 relations.	This	 chapter	 repeatedly	 tests	 the	 same	 four	hypotheses	as	 in	 the	
previous	chapter	(see	Chapter	4):	
	
                                                        
47	 For	more	 on	 the	 boundaries,	 characteristics,	 and	 sub-dialects	 of	 the	 Prizren-Timok	 dialectal	 zone,	 see,	 for	
example,	Asim	Peco’s	Pregled	srpskohrvatskih	dijalekata	(A	Survey	of	Serbo-Croatian	Dialects;	1991),	pp.	41–48;	
















sa	prevodom,	 tako	da	su	 je	 i	mnogi	nasi	gradjani	konacno	razumeli..	 [sic]’	 (Last	night	HRT	was	showing	Zona	
Zamfirova	with	a	translation,	so	a	lot	of	our	citizens	have	finally	understood	it	too…).	The	tweet	generated	fifty	




















ways	 in	which	 fragmentation	 and	 heterogeneity	 affect	 linguistic	 borders	 and,	 by	 extension,	
translational	relations.	
5.2	Zona	Zamfirova:	Obstacles	to	Comprehension	
Many	 works	 from	 Sremac’s	 diverse	 oeuvre	 contain	 lengthy	 dialectal	 intrusions,	 mostly	 in	
dialogues.	In	general,	the	use	of	the	vernacular	can	have,	as	Luigi	Bonaffini	notes,	‘far-reaching	
and	deeply	rooted	implications’	of	‘literary,	psychological,	political,	existential,	anthropological’	
kind	(Bonaffini	1997,	279).	Although	stimulating	material	 for	a	 literary	study,	 the	roles	 that	
dialects	plays	in	Zona	Zamfirova	fall	outside	this	chapter’s	scope.	More	pertinent	is	a	linguistic	
analysis,	with	 a	 particular	 stress	 on	 lexicological	 and	morphophonological	 aspects.	Marilyn	
Sternglass’	 assertion	 that	 ‘the	 reader	 is	not	expected	 to	have	a	 sophisticated	background	 in	
linguistics	 in	order	to	read	and	profit	 from	dialect	 literature’	 (Sternglass	1975,	202)	may	be	
true	for	the	majority	of	the	dialect	literature	corpora,	yet	Sremac’s	far	from	discriminate	use	of	
the	 regional	 language	hinders	 the	overall	 coherence	 of	 the	 novel.	 The	 goal	of	 the	 following	
analysis	will,	therefore,	be	to	outline	why	dialectally	saturated	parts	are	largely	inaccessible	to	
a	modern	audience.	
An	 important	 note:	 the	 film	 script	 is	 not	 identical	 to	 the	 text	 of	 Sremac’s	 novel.	
Notwithstanding	 the	 preserved	 authenticity	 of	 the	 idiom	 featured	 in	 the	 original,	 certain	
archaisms	 and	 regionalisms	 are	 replaced	with	words	 of	 higher	 frequency.	 The	 substitutes,	
however,	were	carefully	selected	to	have	been	in	use	at	the	time	when	the	novel’s	plot	takes	
place.	 For	 instance,	 teste	 =	 ten,	 ten-piece	 (Sremac	 [1907]	 2008,	 95;	 Škaljić	 1966,	 614)	 is	
substituted	with	tuce	=	dozen	(Šotra	2004,	00:52:30-00:52:34),	which	is	used	elsewhere	in	the	
novel	(Sremac	[1907]	2008,	15).	In	addition,	zambak	=	lily	(Sremac	[1907]	2008,	32;	Škaljić	
1966,	 646)	 is	 replaced	with	 a	more	 frequent	 name	 for	 this	 flower,	 krin	 =	 lily	 (Šotra	 2004,	
00:31:22-00:31:29).	 Despite	 these	 minor	 lexical	 adjustments	 intended	 to	 suit	 the	 modern	
audience,	 substitutions	 of	 this	 kind	 are	 the	 exception	 rather	 than	 the	 rule	 of	 the	 2002	
ecranisation.	As	such,	the	idiom	of	the	novel	is	not	radically	different	from	that	of	Šotra’s	film;	













dictionary	of	 the	Turkish	elements	 found	 in	 the	Serbo-Croatian	 language	 (Škaljić	1966,	23).	
Škaljić	believes	that	 this	 figure	 is	high	since	 ‘the	attitude	toward	Turkisms	has	always	been	
much	more	liberal	than	toward	the	words	taken	from	other	non-Slavic	languages’	(Škaljić	1966,	
14).	The	Serbo-Croatian	lects	‘developed	freely	under	the	Turkish	government,	for	the	occupier	
was	 indifferent	 toward	 the	 customs	 of	 the	 Balkan	 Slavs	 as	 well	 as	 toward	 their	 language.	
Turkisms	were	 neither	 imposed	 by	 force	 nor	 systematically	 implemented	 through	 policies’	
(Škaljić	1966,	14).	Despite	the	palpable	presence	of	Turkish	words	in	the	present-day	Serbo-
Croatian	successors,	their	distribution	across	the	region	is	uneven.	Motoki	Nomachi	points	out	
that	 the	 quantity	 of	 Turkisms	 is	 contingent	 on	 the	 dialect,	 adding	 that	 ‘[i]n	 general,	 their	
proportion	 is	 greater	 where	 there	 has	 been	 contact	 with	 Turkish	 on	 an	 everyday	 basis’	
(Nomachi	2015,	49).	
The	inadequacy	of	regarding	the	Serbo-Croatian	linguistic	region	as	a	single	unit	in	the	
given	 context	 is	 due	 to	 the	 frequent	 alteration	 of	 borders	 over	 the	 course	 of	 the	 turbulent	
Balkan	history.	The	three	crucial	centres	for	this	study	–	today’s	cities	of	Zagreb,	Belgrade,	and	





























and	 the	 film,	 it	 is	 important	 to	 clarify	 that	 the	umbrella	 term	 ‘Turkism’,	widely	accepted	by	
Serbian	linguists,	connotes	a	layer	incorporating	not	just	the	lexis	of	Turkish	origin	but	also	the	






category	 of	 non-Turkish	 Oriental	 words	 that	 reached	 Serbian	 indirectly:	 from	 the	 Arabic	

















occur:	 nominative	 and	 accusative’	 (Stanojčić	 and	 Popović	 2014,	 12).	 Standard	 Serbian,	
however,	 distinguishes	 between	 as	 many	 as	 seven	 cases:	 nominative,	 genitive,	 dative,	
accusative,	vocative,	instrumental,	and	locative	(Stanojčić	and	Popović	2014,	78-79;	Piper	and	
Klajn	2014,	323–386).	By	giving	preference	to	prepositional	phrases	rather	than	to	inflectional	






prosodemes,	which	 are	 distinguished	 by	 length	 (long	or	 short),	 tone	 (rising	 or	 falling),	 and	















combining	 diachronic	 and	 synchronic	 approaches.	What	will	 follow	 is	 an	 empirical	 part	 of	
research	that	hopes	to	confirm	the	theoretically	developed	sub-hypothesis	positing	that	 the	
level	of	proximity	is	greater	between	standard	Serbian	and	standard	Croatian	than	between	the	
Prizren-Timok	 dialect	 and	 standard	 Serbian.	 The	 empirical	 research	 will	 be	 conducted	 on	
purely	synchronic	content.	
5.3.1	Distance:	Serbian	Standard	and	the	Prizren-Timok	Dialect	
The	Prizren-Timok’s	 disparity	with	 the	 standard	 as	well	 as	with	 other	 Serbian	 dialects	 has	
encouraged	 some	 non-Serbian	 scholars	 to	 suggest	 that	 the	 Prizren-Timok	 dialect	 does	 not	
belong	to	the	Štokavian	but	 to	 the	Torlak	dialect	group.	The	 first	researcher	to	propose	the	
Torlak	dialectal	group	as	distinct	in	the	system	of	Serbian	(or	Serbo-Croatian)	dialects53	–	albeit	
under	the	term	‘Svrljig’	(German:	Svrljiger-Dialekt;	Serbian:	svrljiški	govor)	–	was	the	Croatian	
linguist	Milan	 Rešetar	 (Rešetar	 1889,	 97).	 It	 was	 the	 Croatian	 linguist	 Tomislav	Maretić,	 a	
decade	 later,	 who	 introduced	 the	 term	 ‘Torlak’	 (Maretić	 1899,	 7).	 Over	 the	 course	 of	 the	
twentieth	 century,	 the	 transitionality	 of	 this	 lect	 sparkled	 a	 debate	 that	 included	 the	most	
notable	linguists	of	the	time,	such	as	Aleksandar	Belić,	Milan	Rešetar,	Pavle	Ivić.54	
More	recently	the	conclusions	of	authoritative	dialectologists	Pavle	Ivić	and	Asim	Peco	
have	brought	 some	consensus	among	scholars	–	at	 least	 in	Serbian	academic	 circles.55	Peco	
clearly	emphasises	the	distinctive	character	of	the	Prizren-Timok	dialect	in	opposition	to	other	
Štokavian	dialects.	Nevertheless,	he	insists	on	a	classification	rooted	in	diachrony	by	claiming	
that	 the	 Prizren-Timok	 dialect	was	 a	 constituent	 part	 of	 the	 Štokavian	 dialectal	 group	 and	
shared	its	features	until	the	thirteenth	century	(Peco	1991,	42).	The	crucial	phase	of	divergence,	
according	to	Peco,	took	place	between	the	thirteenth	and	sixteenth	century,	when	the	dialect	
under	 discussion	 evolved	 independently	 of	 other	 Štokavian	 dialects	 (Peco	 1991,	 42).	 Ivić’s	






                                                        
53	 Stefanović	Karadžić’s	 1818	 classification	 of	 Serbian	 accentuations,	 based	mostly	 on	 the	 replacement	 of	 the	




(Alexander	 1975),	 particularly	 pp.	 7–10.	 In	 this	 publication,	 Alexander	 regards	 the	 Prizren-Timok	 dialect	 as	




56	 The	 UNESCO	 Atlas	 of	 the	 World’s	 Languages	 in	 Danger	 is	 available	 at	 the	 following	 link:	
http://www.unesco.org/languages-atlas/index.php.	
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Namely,	 the	 evolution	 of	 the	 Prizren-Timok	 dialect	 corresponds	 to	 that	 of	 the	 Balkan	
Sprachbund	(Ivić	1985,	122–123).	The	term	Sprachbund,	or	linguistic	area,	refers	to	a	group	of	
genealogically	 unrelated	 languages,	 which	 have	 developed	 an	 elaborate	 network	 of	 shared	
characteristics,	as	a	result	of	geographical	proximity	and	language	contact	(Thomason	2000,	
311–316).	 The	 lects	 of	 the	 Balkan	 Sprachbund	 are	 ‘Rumanian	 [sic]	 (a	 Romance	 language);	









(see	 4.2.2),	 are	 Balkanised	 only	 peripherally.	 The	 Prizren-Timok,	 spoken	 in	 the	 southeast,	
stands	out	in	comparison,	as	the	distribution	of	Balkanisms	is	much	higher.	Nomachi’s	research	
demonstrates	 that	 ‘the	 Prizren-Timok	 dialect	 group	 possesses	main	 features	 of	 the	 Balkan	
Sparachbund	that	are	foreign	to	standard	Serbian	in	many	cases’	(Nomachi	2015,	36).	This	is	a	




While	the	story	of	 the	Prizren-Timok	dialect	and	standard	Serbian	 is	 that	of	divergence,	 the	
story	of	standard	Serbian	and	standard	Croatian	is	that	convergence	–	at	least	until	the	early	





its	 Kajkavian	 and	 Čakavian	 dialects.	 Worthy	 of	 further	 consideration	 at	 this	 point	 is	 the	
previously	 unaddressed	 post-partition	 relationship	 between	 the	 standards	 and	 dialects	 of	
Serbian	and	Croatian.	
                                                        
57	For	the	complete	text	of	the	above	quoted	statement,	issued	by	the	Board	for	Standardisation	of	the	Serbian	




Croatian	 linguist	 Snježana	 Kordić,	 one	 of	 the	 initiators	 of	 the	 ‘Declaration	 on	 the	 Common	
Language’	 (see	 4.2.5),	 asserts	 that	 ‘Croats,	 Serbs,	 Bosnians,	 and	 Montenegrins	 share	 the	
standard	language	(Štokavian)	but	not	dialects,	as	neither	Kajkavian	nor	Čakavian	are	dialects	
of	the	Serbs,	Bosnians,	and	Montenegrins’	(Kordić	2010,	76).	In	deliberating	on	the	nature	and	
purpose	 of	 a	 standard	 in	 comparison	 to	 a	 dialect,	 Kordić	 concludes	 that	 the	 main	 goal	 of	
linguistic	standardisation	is	to	ensure	better	prospects	of	communication	across	a	wide	region	
(Kordić	2010,	70).	Of	course,	the	adoption	a	supraregional	standard	serves	a	number	of	non-
linguistic	 purposes,	 of	 economic,	 administrative,	 and	 other	 kinds	 (Kordić	 2010,	 71).	 On	 a	
communication	 plane,	 Kordić	 insists	 that	 ‘the	 difference	 between	 the	 standard	 language	 in	
Croatia,	Serbia,	Bosnia	and	Herzegovina,	and	Montenegro	is	much	smaller	than	that	between	






similar	 with	 the	 Prizren-Timok	 dialect:	 even	 though	 it	 is	 classified	 as	 Štokavian	 –	 unlike	
Kajkavian	 and	 Čakavian	 dialects	 which	 have	 separate	 dialectal	 bases	 –	 its	 position	 is	



















without	 oral	 communication	 a	 standard	 language	 could	 not	 fulfil	 the	 purpose	 of	 everyday	
communication	and,	as	such,	would	 fail	 to	meet	 the	two	necessary	conditions	to	be	called	a	
standard:	 polyvalency	 (the	 property	 of	 serving	 all	 spheres	 of	 the	 social	 life)	 and	
polyfunctionality	 (the	 property	 of	 having	 multiple	 functional	 styles,	 one	 of	 which	 is	 oral)	
(Kordić	2010,	73–74).	I	also	believe	that,	with	the	spread	of	education,	it	has	become	possible	
to	have	speakers	of	the	standard,	notwithstanding	the	speaker’s	background.	The	second	vital	







The	 two	 methods	 that	 have	 been	 selected	 as	 a	 means	 of	 conducting	 this	 research	 are	
questionnaire	and	test.	Such	intermethod	mixing	should	produce	complementary	results:	while	
the	 questionnaire	 is	 constructed	 to	 elicit	 the	 participant’s	 attitudes	 towards	 the	
understandability	 of	 the	 discussed	 lects,	 the	 test	 is	 designed	 to	measure	 the	 actual	 level	 of	
comprehension.	These	two	methods	have	been	combined	strategically	to	give	insight	into	the	



















schools	 the	 switch	 from	 Serbo-Croatian	 to	 Serbian	 was	 rather	 slow	 and	 poorly	 regulated,	
especially	in	the	beginning,	it	is	presumed	that	this	generation	did	not	formally	engage	with	
Croatian.	 The	 year	 2001	 has	 been	 taken	 as	 the	 lower	 boundary	 only	 in	 the	 interest	 of	 the	
research’s	legal	side:	the	requirement	is	that	informants	must	be	of	age,	that	is	eighteen.	The	
second	 question	 in	 the	 general	 part	 aims	 to	 ensure	 that	 Serbian	 is	 the	 participant’s	 first	










The	 third	 part	 moves	 away	 from	 relying	 on	 the	 informant’s	 self-assessment	 of	
understanding	the	dialect	and	practically	tests	the	level	of	comprehension	of	the	Prizren-Timok	
dialect.	 Contrary	 to	 expectations,	 the	 material	 used	 for	 this	 purpose	 is	 not	 the	 film	 Zona	
Zamfirova,	which	served	only	as	an	inspiration	for	the	sub-hypothesis.	The	idea	of	evaluating	
the	dialect	comprehension	on	this	film	has	been	ruled	out	for	several	reasons.	








the	 twenty-first	 century.	 By	 replacing	 the	 language	 of	 Zona	 Zamfirova	 with	 contemporary	
spoken	material	 in	 the	 Prizren-Timok	 dialect,	 the	 potential	 questioning	 of	 synchronicity	 is	
eliminated.	
Secondly,	the	film	has	been	widely	screened	and	many	of	the	dialogues,	which	may	not	











are	 the	 audio	 recordings	 of	 authentic	 dialectal	 content.	 Luckily	 enough,	 these	 are	 easily	













Prizren-Timok	 dialect,	 it	 investigates	 the	 comprehension	 of	 the	 Croatian	 lect.	 The	 same	
questions	are	repeated	so	as	to	assess	the	level	of	informant’s	familiarity	with	Croatian.	Instead	
of	 the	 film	 Zona	 Zamfirova,	 the	 questionnaire	 poses	 general	 questions	 about	 films	 and	 TV	
programme	in	Croatian	–	whether	they	are	watched	and	whether	they	are	understood.	
The	 fifth	mirrors	 the	 form	of	 the	 third	part	–	but,	 expectedly,	on	 the	example	of	 the	
Croatian	 lect.	 The	 listening	 comprehension	 test	 again	 consists	 of	 five	 questions,	 which	 are	




ultimate	 question	 asks	 the	 informant	who	was	 easier	 to	 understand	 –	 Jelena,	 speaking	 the	
Prizren-Timok	dialect,	or	Ilija	Jandrić,	speaking	standard	Croatian.	
                                                        
58	More	information	about	the	project	Savremena	terenska	istraživanja	usmene	tradicije	Zaplanja	(Contemporary	
field	 research	 of	 Zaplanje’s	 oral	 tradition)	 is	 available	 at	 the	 project’s	 web	 page:	
https://projekti.filfak.ni.ac.rs/stiutz/projekat.	





comparison	 to	 more	 popular,	 electronic	 ones,	 it	 offers	 certain	 advantages.	 Principally,	 it	
ensures	 that	 listening	 comprehension	 test	 is	 conducted	 properly	 –	 that	 the	 recordings	 are	
played	 in	 a	 silent	 environment	 as	well	 as	 that	 they	 are	 heard	 only	 once	 and	 by	 no	means	




the	 first	 language	 being	 Serbian	 was	 not	 satisfied,	 leading	 to	 the	 dross	 rate	 of	 4.7%.	 The	
analysed	data,	therefore,	is	based	on	the	responses	of	twenty	informants.	
Following	a	short	explanation,	 the	 form	was	distributed	 in	person.	Participants	were	





Overall,	 the	 collected	 data	 unequivocally	 confirms	 the	 proposed	 sub-hypothesis,	 that	 an	
average	 speaker	 of	 standard	 Serbian	 educated	 after	 Serbian	 and	Croatian	 became	 separate	
languages	has	more	difficulties	understanding	the	Prizren-Timok	dialect,	which	is	a	dialect	of	
















have	encountered	 the	Prizren-Timok	dialect	 this	way,	 contrasted	 to	80%	 in	Croatian’s	 case.	
This	disparity	should	come	as	no	surprise,	considering	that	the	presence	of	a	standard	is	by	
default	much	 higher	 than	 that	 of	 a	 dialect:	 just	 compare,	 for	 example,	 the	 number	 of	 films	
available	in	Croatian	and	the	number	of	films	available	in	the	Prizren-Timok	dialect.	Albeit	a	




The	 majority	 of	 respondents,	 particularly	 84%	 of	 those	 who	 watched	 Šotra’s	 Zona	
Zamfirova,	expressed	they	had	difficulties	understanding	the	film	at	first.	From	those	who	had	
difficulties,	nearly	70%	had	a	lot,	whereas	just	over	30%	had	little.	Upon	the	completion	of	the	
listening-comprehension	 test,	 all	 participants	 maintained	 that	 they	 had	 difficulties	





As	 for	 Croatian,	 none	 of	 the	 respondents	 indicated	 that	 they	 had	 a	 lot	 of	 troubles	





the	 two	 studied	 lects,	 then	 Croatian	 is	 not	 just	 subjectively	 but	 also	 objectively	 easier	 to	
understand	 than	 the	 Prizren-Timok	 dialect.	 Namely,	 the	 ultimate	 question	 reveals	 that,	
subjectively,	95%	of	the	respondents	understood	the	content	in	the	Croatian	standard	better	
than	that	 in	 the	Prizren-Timok	dialect,	whereas	5%	understood	the	recordings	 in	both	 lects	
roughly	the	same.	This	is	objectively	confirmed	by	the	test	results:	all	of	the	95%	who	felt	they	
understood	Croatian	better	scored	more	points	in	the	Croatian	than	in	the	Prizren-Timok	test,	
whereas	 the	 5%	 who	 expressed	 they	 understood	 material	 in	 both	 lects	 roughly	 the	 same	
achieved	 identical	 scores	 in	both	 tests.	 In	 this	case,	 there	 is	 a	harmony	between	 the	 results	
obtained	through	self-assessment,	on	the	one	hand,	and	through	test-evaluation,	on	the	other.	


























assessment	 of	 their	 own	 performance.	 The	 results	 show	 that	 the	 self-assessed	 degree	 of	







Notwithstanding	 the	 discrepancy	 in	 the	 perception	 of	 competence	 and	 actual	




1. The	 participants’	 own	 assessment	 of	 the	 lects’	 difficulty,	 as	 elicited	 from	 multiple	
questions,	reveals	that	the	Croatian	standard	is	easier	to	comprehend	than	the	Prizren-
Timok	dialect;	
2. On	 the	 collective	 level,	 the	 average	 test	 score	 is	 significantly	 higher	 for	 the	 Croatian	
(3.8/5)	than	for	the	Prizren-Timok	test	(2.2/5);	
3. On	 the	 individual	 level,	 both	 the	 self-assessment	 questions	 and	 the	 test	 results	









could	be	 replicated	on	other	similar	 cases:	 for	 instance,	 the	same	kind	of	 research	 could	be	
carried	out	on	the	example	of	Croatian	dialects	of	Kajkavian	and	Čakavian	dialectal	basis	–	to	








to	 straightforwardly	 deal	 with	 dialects	 or,	 for	 that	 matter,	 any	 sublinguistic	 structure.	 In	
fairness,	Jakobson	and	his	successors	do	consider	the	language’s	complexity	indirectly,	for	the	
concept	 of	 intralingual	 translation	 operates	 within	 a	 language	 –	 which	 presupposes	 the	
existence	of	sublinguistic	structures.	The	studied	case	of	Zona	Zamfirova	brings	to	the	fore	the	
fragmentary	 character	 of	 a	 language,	 reminding	 us	 that	 we	 should	 regard	 language	 as	 a	
heterogenous	 form,	 not	 as	 a	 homogenous	 entity.	 A	 classification	 of	 translational	 types	 that	
would	do	justice	to	the	language’s	heterogenous	and,	moreover,	fragmentary	makeup,	ought	to	
take	 into	 consideration	 sublinguistic	 levels	 as	 well.	 The	 issue	 of	 linguistic	 delimitation	
resurfaces	thereby.		
Admittedly,	 Toury	 does	 mention	 the	 liminal	 position	 of	 interdialectal	 translating,	
variously	regarded	as	both	intra-	and	interlingual	(Toury	1986,	1113).	This	issue,	raised	in	the	
critique	of	 Jakobson’s	division,	 stays	overlooked	 in	Toury’s	own	categorisation.	Even	 if	 it	 is	
certain	what	constitutes	a	language	and	what	a	dialect,	the	position	of	interdialectal	translation	
is	ambiguous,	as	it	can	function	both	as	intra-	and	as	interlingual.	When	the	translation	process	

























describing	 the	 corresponding	phenomenon,	 the	 two	are	bound	 to	diverge.	The	 fact	 that	 the	
former	 is	 socially	 constructed	 allows	 it	 to	 be	 accurately	 defined,	 while	 language	 as	 a	




and	 ‘languoid’	have	been	presented	as	early	as	 in	 the	dissertation’s	 introduction	(see	1.4.2).	
‘Lect’	 has	 been	 selected	 as	 this	 thesis’	 preferred	 impartial	 term	 and	 used	 consistently	
throughout	the	chapters	to	refer	to	cases	where	the	exact	distinction	is	either	irrelevant	or	has	



















Saturated	 with	 gentle	 irony,	 this	 quote	 contains	 much	 more	 than	 a	 mere	 terminological	
concern;	alternately,	it	could	be	read	as	an	extended	criticism	of	Jakobson’s	tripartition.	For,	
not	only	the	scholars	conducting	research	but	also	the	people	with	no	training	in	linguistics	are	
expected	 to	have	 a	 firm	grasp	of	 linguistic	 reality	when	engaging	with	 Jakobson’s	 concepts.	
	 82	
Derrida’s	principal	objection	to	Jakobson’s	notions	of	intra-	and	interlingual	translation	is	their	
dependency	 on	 the	 assumption	 ‘that	 one	 can	 know	 in	 the	 final	 analysis	 how	 to	 determine	
rigorously	the	unity	and	identity	of	a	language,	the	decidable	form	of	its	limits’	(Derrida	1985,	




the	 language	 is,	 in	 Derrida’s	 phrase,	 something	 ‘decidable’	 (Derrida	 1985,	 173),	 then	 the	




sublinguistic	 structures	 –	 notwithstanding	 the	 level	 on	 which	 they	 function.	 The	 standard	
variety,	therefore,	poses	only	one	manifestation	of	a	language,	despite	its	presupposed	superior	
position.	 A	 diachronic	 standardisation,	 where	 it	 exists,	 is	 valuable	 in	 giving	 translational	
relations	contextual	parameters.	For,	what	is	translated	inside	and	what	outside	the	language	
is	contingent	on	the	way	speech	varieties	or	 lects	are	delimitated	–	as	stated	by	the	hereby	
confirmed	 hypothesis.	 By	 extension,	 translational	 relations	 become	 contingent	 on	 the	
establishment	of	a	contextual	framework.	Setting	this	framework	is,	to	a	great	extent,	arbitrary	
as	‘language’,	the	term	that	we	use	to	denote	the	totality	of	linguistic	manifestations,	diverges	













me.	 Whatever	 the	 case,	 ‘language’	 that	 we	 use	 as	 the	 starting	 point	 in	 the	 analysis	 of	
translational	 relations	 is,	 I	 argue,	 situational	 and	 its	 borders	 are	 determined	 in	 a	 specific	
context.	As	a	consequence,	translational	relations	too,	are	bound	to	be	defined	only	in	relation	
to	the	given	space	and	given	time,	where	certain	social	conditions	are	in	effect.	This	supports	
the	main	 line	of	 this	dissertation’s	 argument	 that	 intra-	 and	 interlingual	 translation	 are	not	
stable	 relations,	 and	 again	 proves	 true	 the	 hypothesis	 on	 the	 contextual	 dependence	 of	
translational	relations.	
As	we	deepen	the	discussion	about	linguistic	frontiers,	the	time	may	be	right	to	revisit	
Albachten’s	 pertinent	 question:	 ‘Should	 borders	 of	 a	 language	 be	 determined	 by	 lack	 of	
intelligibility?’	(Albachten	2014,	574),	already	brought	up	on	multiple	occasions	(see	2.2.4	and	
4.4.3).	Along	the	same	lines,	we	should	ask	ourselves:	what	role	does	intelligibility	play	in	the	
delimitation	of	 languages?	Davis’	 extensively	quoted	 study	 ‘Intralingual	Translation	and	 the	
Making	of	a	Language’	(2014),	which	tracks	the	evolution	of	the	English	lect	from	Anglo-Saxon	
to	modern	times,	 indicates	 that	 the	role	of	 internal	 intelligibility	 is	a	negligible	 factor	 in	 the	
preservation	of	linguistic	unity	and	identity.	The	same	is	implied	by	the	analysis	conducted	on	






of	 grammar.	 That	 is	 to	 say,	 languages	 need	 not	 be	 separated	 by	 the	 means	 of	 contrastive	
analysis,	 as	 Jakobson	 hoped	 would	 be	 the	 case	 when	 he	 wrote	 that	 ‘differential	 bilingual	






has	 shown	 that	 the	 lack	 of	 intelligibility	 is	 not	 a	 necessary	 condition	 for	 the	 separation	 of	
languages.	The	example	of	the	Serbian	and	Croatian	language	is	a	case	where	the	social	criterion	
is	 stronger	 than	 the	 linguistic,	 which	 renders	 the	 usually	 dim	 social	 groundedness	 of	 the	
‘language’	that	we	use	as	a	unit	of	analysis	more	visible.	When	the	linguistic	criterion	becomes	
less	 germane,	 social	 and	 political	 factors	 take	 over	 and	 start	 playing	 a	 crucial	 role	 in	 the	
identification	 of	 languages.	 Finally,	 the	 selection	 of	 a	 dialect	 to	 be	 taken	 as	 the	 standard	 is	
invariably	a	social	act.	The	consensual	codification	of	the	Eastern	Herzegovinian	dialect	brought	
Serbian	 and	 Croatian	 standards	 closer	 together	 (see	 4.2.2)	 but	 left	 the	 non-standardised	
dialects	 on	 the	margin,	 allowing	 them	 to	 develop	 in	 the	direction	 away	 from	 the	 centre,	 as	
exemplified	 by	 the	 Prizren-Timok	 dialect.	 Likewise,	 the	 cracking	 of	 the	 Serbo-Croatian	


















dialects	 of	 their	 native	 language’	 (González	 2009,	 15).60	 On	 the	 other	 hand,	 the	 film	 Zona	
Zamfirova	 has	 been	 shown	 with	 a	 subtitle	 in	 the	 Croatian	 TV,	 which	 is	 not	 surprising	

























Can	 the	 described	 case	 of	 Zona	 Zamfirova’s	 translation	 be	 an	 indicator	 of	 cultural	
distance	within	a	single	cultural	entity?	 I	believe	that,	 to	an	extent,	such	route	does	signal	a	
rupture	 between	 the	 centre	 and	 periphery.	 Nevertheless,	 it	 could	 be	 that	 the	 distance	 is	
temporal	as	well	as	spatial.	First,	the	film	–	devoid	of	any	subtitle	–	is	a	form	of	modernisation	










terms,	 intersemiotic	 translation),	 is	certainly	a	modernisation	of	a	kind.	Croatian	translation,	
then,	 further	 facilitates	 the	 meaning	 for	 the	 Serbian	 speakers	 who	 struggle	 with	 the	 old-
sounding	 Prizren-Timok	 dialect.	 In	 light	 of	 Zona	 Zamfirova’s	 case,	 we	 could	 conclude	 that,	
despite	the	outlined	disadvantages	(see	2.2.4	and	4.4.3),	Pym’s	approach,	conceived	to	‘use	facts	






concern	has	been	Šotra’s	 linguistically	vivid	ecranisation	of	Zona	Zamfirova,	which	 seeks	 to	















From	 a	 theoretical	 point	 of	 view,	 this	 apparently	 paradoxical	 situation	 should	 come	 as	 no	
surprise.	For,	the	evolution	of	the	Prizren-Timok	lect	historically	diverges	from	those	of	other	




Torlakian	 accentuation.	 Widely	 accepted	 in	 the	 Serbian	 academic	 circles	 of	 today	 is	 the	
Štokavian	 classification,	 under	 the	 influence	 of	 authoritative	 dialectologists	 Asim	 Peco	 and	
Pavle	Ivić.	While	the	Prizren-Timok	was	distancing,	Croatian	and	Serbian	were	coming	closer	
together	 by	 virtue	 of	 codification	 –	 first	 unofficial,	 later	 official	 –	 culminating	 in	 the	 Serbo-
Croatian	phase.	From	a	more	general	perspective,	 the	task	of	 linguistic	standardisation	 is	 to	
ensure	better	prospects	of	communication	across	a	wide	region	(Kordić	2010,	70).	Building	on	
Zona	 Zamfirova’s	 case	 and	Kordić’s	 ideas,	 this	 chapter’s	 empirical	 research	 –	 conducted	 on	
average	speakers	of	standard	Serbian,	educated	after	the	fragmentation	of	the	Serbo-Croatian	




stratification	 on	 translational	 relations.	 Jakobson	 did	 have	 the	 fragmentary	 makeup	 of	 a	
language	in	mind	when	he	formulated	the	concepts	of	intra-	and	intralingual	translation,	 for	










on	 the	 synchronic	 as	much	 as	 on	 the	 diachronic	 front.	 It	 has	 been	 thought	 that	 Jakobson’s	
translational	relations	were	conceived	on	the	premise	of	synchrony	(Davis	2014,	588;	see	4.5)	
and	that	problems	occur	only	in	the	diachronic	perspective.	
	 In	 the	attempt	to	pinpoint	 the	decisive	criterion	 in	the	delimitation	of	languages,	 this	
and	the	previous	chapter	have	investigated	two	factors:	the	linguistic	criterion	(measured	by	






























Up	 until	 this	 point,	 the	 sociolinguistically	 oriented	 chapters	 have	 oscillated	 back	 and	 forth	





have	 in	mind	 is	 the	–	sometimes	conscious,	sometimes	subconscious	–	blurring	of	 linguistic	
boundaries	 for	 artistic	 purposes.	 The	 pertinence	 of	 a	 textual	 context	 will,	 therefore,	 be	
interrogated	on	the	example	of	literary	multilingualism.	
‘[A]ll	too	often’,	Derrida	maintains,	‘[theories	of	translation]	treat	the	passing	from	one	





as	 the	 principal	 criterion	 in	 the	 processes	 of	 language	 standardisation	 and	 consequent	
formation	of	literary	canons.	Regardless	of	the	fact	that	literary	multilingualism	is	an	emerging	
site	of	critical	attention	within	the	fields	of	both	comparative	and	world	literature,	research	into	
the	 phenomenon’s	 artistic	 manifestations	 is	 still	 marginal	 in	 comparison	 to	 that	 directed	
towards	the	cognitive	or	institutional	grasp	of	the	topic.	To	that	end,	Liesbeth	Minnaard	and	
Till	 Dembeck’s	 edited	 volume	 Challenging	 the	 Myth	 of	 Monolingualism	 (2015)61	 poses	 a	
welcome	 addition	 to	 the	 field.	 The	 book	 aims	 to	 refute	 the	 powerful	 myth	 of	 presumed	
equivalency	between	a	nation	and	its	national	language,	the	implications	of	which	exceed	the	
immediate	scope	of	literature.	On	the	whole,	the	editors	approach	the	subject	from	a	modern	
perspective,	 reinforcing	 it	 with	 sidelong	 glances	 to	 earlier	 practices,	 with	 a	 view	 to	
demonstrating	that	multilingualism	–	rather	than	monolingualism	–	is	‘the	sign	of	our	present	
time’	(Minnaard	and	Dembeck	2015,	9).	The	value	of	this	publication	for	our	discussion	lies,	
foremost,	 in	 that	 it	spontaneously	builds	up	on	Derrida’s	earlier	quoted	call	 to	consider	the	
specificities	of	multilingual	texts	when	adopting	a	translational	perspective	(Derrida	1985,	171;	
see	 2.2.6).	 For,	 multilingualism	 and	 translation	 go	 hand	 in	 hand,	 or,	 as	 Reine	 Meylaerts	
idiomatically	 puts	 it:	 ‘At	 the	 heart	 of	multilingualism,	we	 find	 translation’	 (Meylaerts	 2013,	
519).	
In	the	interest	of	tackling	the	key	theoretical	questions	raised	by	Derrida	–	‘How	is	a	text	
written	 in	 several	 languages	 at	 a	 time	 to	 be	 translated?	How	 is	 the	 effect	 of	 plurality	 to	 be	
                                                        
61	For	a	longer	review	of	Liesbeth	Minnaard	and	Till	Dembeck’s	volume	Challenging	the	Myth	of	Monolingualism	
(Krstić	2017b),	an	abbreviated	and	slightly	altered	version	of	which	is	 included	here,	see:	Oxford	Comparative	




“rendered”?	 And	 what	 of	 translating	 with	 several	 languages	 at	 a	 time,	 will	 that	 be	 called	
translating?’	 (Derrida	 1985,	 171)	 –	 this	 chapter	 will	 analyse	 David	 Albahari’s	 short	 story,	
originally	entitled	‘Učenje	ćirilice’	(‘Learning	Cyrillic’),	from	the	collection	Drugi	jezik	(Second	
Language,	 2003).	 ‘Learning	 Cyrillic’,	 translated	 from	 Serbian	 into	 English	 by	 the	 critically	
acclaimed	American	scholar	and	literary	translator	Ellen	Elias-Bursać,62	has	been	included	in	





–	 as	well	 as	 between	 two	 scripts	 –	 Latin	 and	Cyrillic.	 I	 say	provisionally	 because	 English	 is	
represented	with	the	help	of	 fictional	multilingualism.	 In	Elias-Bursać’s	 translation,	all	 three	
languages	physically	dwell	in	the	text;	the	two	scripts	are	retained	too.	The	goal	of	this	chapter	














contemplation	 of	 how	multilingual	 experimentations	 function	 in	 a	 translational	 perspective	






massive	 dislocations	 and	 technical	 advances	 that	 accompanied	 late	 capitalism,	 post-
colonialism,	and	globalization,	producing	a	profound	sense	of	ontological	uncertainty	


















Notwithstanding	 the	 correlation	 between	 hybridity	 and	 postmodernism,	 hybrid	 literary	
expression	 boasts	 a	 long	 history.	 In	 the	 English-language	 tradition,	 modernists	 have	 been	
celebrated	 for	 their	 extensive	 mixing	 of	 miscellaneous	 forms.65	 Much	 before	 them,	
experimentations	of	the	kind	are	to	be	found	in	the	legacy	of	English’s	early	modern	period	–	
most	splendidly,	perhaps,	in	William	Shakespeare’s	(1564–1616)	oeuvre.66	
Multilingualism	 is	 no	 stranger	 to	 Serbian	 writers	 either.	 By	 ‘Serbian’,	 I	 mean	 those	
composing	 principally	 in	 the	 Serbian	 language.	 Early	 in	 the	 twentieth	 century,	 we	 find,	 for	
example,	 an	 impressive	 palette	 of	 international	 and	 local	 languages	 in	 Jelena	 Dimitrijević’s	




Ever	 since	antiquity,	people	of	 letters,	 for	a	 longer	or	shorter	period	of	 time,	usually	












lects.	 Essential	 for	our	discussion,	 however,	 is	 Pekić’s	 acknowledgement	 of	 a	 liminal	 space,	
which	 he	 refers	 to	 metaphorically	 as	 ‘the	 purgatory	 of	 Foreign	 land	 and	 the	 purgatory	 of	
Homeland’	(Pekić	[2004]	2015,	24).	
                                                        
65	For	more	on	multilingual	experimentations	in	modernist	 literature	of	Anglophone	authors,	see,	for	example,	
Juliette	Taylor-Batty’s	monograph	Multilingualism	in	Modernist	Fiction	(2013).	
66	See,	 for	example,	essays	in	 the	volume	Multilingualism	in	 the	Drama	of	Shakespeare	and	his	Contemporaries	
(2015),	edited	by	Dirk	Delabastita	and	Ton	Hoenselaars.	
67	 Particularly	compelling	 in	 this	 is	 respect	 is	 her	 travelogue	Sedam	mora	 i	 tri	 okeana	 (Seven	 Seas	 and	Three	
Oceans:	Travelling	around	the	Globe;	2016).	For	a	review	of	this	book,	see	Višnja	Krstić’s	‘Following	the	Traces	of	
Eastern	 Civilizations’	 (2017a),	 available	 at	 the	 following	 link:	
http://www.knjizenstvo.rs/en/journals/2017/reviews/following-the-traces-of-eastern-civilizations.	







liminality	 of	 diaspora	 and	 his	 forsaken	 homeland.69	 Confirming	 Pekić’s	 hypothesis,	 he	
continued	to	write	in	the	Serbian	language	upon	the	1994	relocation	to	Calgary	in	the	Canadian	







more	 deeply	 in	 the	 language	 of	 the	 new	 land.	Writing	 is	 a	 search	 for	 style,	 and	 the	










are	 fundamentally	 different	 –	 not	 in	 terms	 of	 aesthetic	 achievement	 –	 but	 it	 terms	 of	




unites	 the	 two	 lines	 is	 the	main	 protagonist,	 an	 unnamed	 teacher	 of	 the	 Serbian	 language,	
working	 in	 a	 church-based	 language	 school	 somewhere	 in	 North	 America,	 most	 likely	 in	
Canada,	given	the	snowbound	surroundings	and	the	presence	of	a	Blackfoot	character.	The	first	















In	 this	 emigrant/immigrant	 (depending	 on	 the	 perspective)	 setting,	 the	 children’s	 ‘mother	
tongue’	 –	 Serbian	 –	 diminishes	 to	 a	 second	 language,	 extinguished	 by	 the	 host	 language	 of	






























The	 second	 line	of	narration	 follows	a	 series	of	 initially	 awkward	encounters	with	a	
Native	American	man,	called	Thunder	Cloud,	whom	the	protagonist	eventually	befriends,	right	
before	 the	 mysterious	 friend	 disappears	 as	 mysteriously	 as	 he	 appeared.	 This	 unusual	
friendship	with	the	member	of	the	Blackfoot	tribe	opens	a	whole	new	window	into	a	culture	
completely	unknown	to	the	Serbian	teacher.	 It	 is	 through	the	conversations	with	the	Native	
American	that	the	cultural	dimension	externalises,	accentuating	the	pertinence	of	translation.	












Albahari’s	 protagonist	 patiently	 mediates	 between	 the	 English-speaking	 Native	 American	








term	 ‘transfiction’	 to	 denote	 ‘the	 introduction	 and	 (increased)	 use	 of	 translation-related	
phenomena	 in	 fiction’	 (Kaindl	 2014,	 4;	 brackets	 in	 the	 original).71	 While	 fictional	
multilingualism	can	perform	a	number	of	 functions,	 in	Albahari’s	 ‘Learning	Cyrillic’	 fictional	
intrusions	 in	English	primarily	 serve	 to	establish	 the	 story’s	Anglophone	ambience.	From	a	
wider	 perspective,	 the	 fictional	 conversations	 in	 English	 connote	 the	 collective	 destiny	 of	











the	same	 locale,	 then	even	the	retention	of	 the	commonly	unmarked	monolingual	paradigm	
ceases	to	be	a	neutral	act	and	turns	into	a	powerful	literary	device.72	
6.2.2	Serbian	in	the	Source	Text	








the	 use	 of	 the	 Latin	 alphabet	 in	 Serbian	 may	 rather	 be	 considered	 an	 alternative	
orthographic	practice,	since	 in	 this	 language	the	Latin	alphabet	 is	already	one	of	 two	
officially	recognized	scripts.	In	this	regard,	Serbian	is	comparable	to	Latin-alphabeted	




















long	 ago,	 so	 the	 choice	 of	 an	 appropriate	 script	 automatically	 becomes	 the	 publisher’s	
responsibility.	In	some	cases,	of	course,	the	preferences	of	a	late	author	are	well	known	and	






and	 ordering	 of	 that	 fiction;	 the	 typist,	 the	 editor,	 the	 typesetter,	 the	 printer,	 the	
proofreader,	and	of	course	the	reader.	(Federman	2001,	70).	
	
As	 I	 have	 brought	 to	 the	 reader’s	 attention	 before	 (see	 4.4.1),	 the	 artistic	 freedom	of	 these	
mediators	is	somewhat	of	a	grey	area.	 Ideally,	 it	would	be	the	editor’s	 task	to	recognise	the	
















Finally,	 the	 otherwise	 Serbian	 text	 contains	 occasional	 traces	 of	 the	 Blackfoot	 language.	
Chances	are	that	an	average	Serbian	reader	is	not	even	vaguely	familiar	with	the	specificities	–	
neither	linguistic	nor	cultural	–	of	this	Native	American	language	that	belongs	to	the	Algonquian	




reserves:	 Blackfoot	 [Siksika]	 Reserve,	 centered	 about	 one	 hundred	 kilometers	 east-
southeast	of	Calgary;	Blood	[Kainaa]	Reserve,	covering	a	large	area	between	Cardston	
and	 Lethbridge;	 and	 Piikani	 (AKA	 Peigan)	 [Apatohsipikani]	 Reserve,	 west	 of	 Fort	
MacLeod;	 as	well	 as	on	 the	Blackfeet	 [Amskaapipikani]	Reservation	 in	Northwestern	
Montana.	 (Frantz	 and	 Russel	 [1989]	 2017,	 xiii;	 round	 and	 square	 brackets	 in	 the	
original)	
	





Many	 Native	 American	 tongues	 classify	 as	 vulnerable	 or	 endangered.	 The	 position	 of	 the	
Blackfoot	language	is	also	precarious,	considering	the	constant	decline	in	the	number	of	fluent	
speakers.	Nevertheless,	 it	 is	estimated	that	several	 thousand	people	still	speak	the	 language	
(Frantz	and	Russel	[1989]	2017,	xiii).	
Fairly	 important	 for	 our	 understanding	 of	 Albahari’s	 multilingualism	 in	 ‘Learning	
Cyrillic’	is	the	Blackfoot’s	orthography.	The	systematisation	of	writing	comes	quite	late	on	the	





Though	 it	makes	use	of	 twelve	 letters	which	are	also	 in	 the	English	alphabet,	plus	an	
apostrophe,	 it	must	be	emphasized	 that	 these	 letters	 represent	distinctive	 sounds	of	
Blackfoot	 and	 not	 English	 sounds	 (though	 many	 Blackfoot	 sounds	 have	 close	
approximations	in	English).	(Frantz	and	Russel	[1989]	2017,	xix)	
	
In	 Albahari’s	 short	 story,	 the	 Blackfoot	 vocabulary	 items	 appear	 in	 the	 Serbian	 Latin	
transliteration,	without	accents	or	double	letters.	Devoid	of	italicisation	or	any	other	form	of	





















reassess	 the	 relations	among	 them	 in	 the	original	 from	a	purely	 literary	perspective,	
mindful	of	changes	that	will	take	place	in	the	translation	process.	(Krstić	2018,	191)	
	












a	 homogenous	 translation	 (Krstić	 2018,	 191).	 In	 ‘Learning	 Cyrillic’,	 the	 target	 language	 is	
fictional,	which	makes	the	translator’s	job	somewhat	easier.	
Fictional	 in	 place	 of	 actual	 multilingualism	 is	 usually	 employed	 to	 help	 the	 author	
incorporate	a	longer	portion	of	text	allegedly	in	a	certain	language.	What	prevents	the	author	
from	utilising	genuine	multilingualism	is	the	prospective	hindered	comprehension	of	the	whole	










sentences	 retained	 in	 the	 Cyrillic	 script,	 which	 will	 be	 discussed	 shortly.	 In	 respect	 to	 the	
fictional	representation	of	Serbian,	I	wish	to	draw	attention	to	a	single	trace	of	English	syntax	














well-being	 rather	 than	 to	 ethical	 conduct,	 the	 adverb	 ‘dobro’	 (good)	 is	 used	 in	 lieu	 of	 the	
adjective	‘dobar’	(good).	What	is	more,	Serbian	is	a	pro-drop	language	–	meaning	that	it	has	the	
ability	 to	 leave	 out	 pronouns	where	 their	meaning	 can	 be	 inferred	 either	 grammatically	or	
pragmatically.	This	is	a	marked	difference	in	comparison	to	English,	which	is	not	distinguished	








by	 the	 pro-drop	 phenomenon.	 The	 personal	 pronoun	 ‘I’,	 mandatory	 in	 English,	 becomes	
redundant	in	Serbian.	An	idiomatic	response	would,	therefore,	be:	‘Dobro	sam’	(*Good	am).	The	
boy’s	answer	‘Ja	sam	dobar’	(I	am	good;	Albahari	[2003]	2005,	189)	exposes	that	his	English	
interferes	 with	 his	 Serbian	 even	 on	 the	 most	 basic	 level	 of	 communication.	 Elias-Bursać’s	
translation	 ‘I	 am	 fine’	 eliminates	 the	 awkwardness	 of	 the	 originally	 used	 expression	 that	
replicates	English	syntax.	The	non-idiomatic	becomes	idiomatic.	Resultantly,	the	story’s	clue	as	
to	the	students’	fluency	in	spoken	Serbian	is	annihilated.	



































While,	 in	 all	 likelihood,	 Elias-Bursać	 is	 not	 fluent	 in	 the	 Blackfoot	 language,	 she	 conducted	
enough	 research	 to	 spot	 Albahari’s	 Serbian	 transliteration,	 intended	 to	 accommodate	 the	
Serbian	 reader.	 Her	 systematic	 back-transliteration	 once	 again	 reinforces	 the	 idea	 that	 her	
whole	 translation	 of	 Albahari’s	 ‘Learning	 Cyrillic’	 is	 theoretically	 sound	 –	 pertaining	 to	 the	









In	 today’s	world,	 talk	of	multilingualism	no	 longer	raises	eyebrows	but	 is	seen,	quite	
matter-of-factly,	as	a	sign	of	the	times.	Whether	this	is	due	to	Deleuze’s	and	Guattari’s	
work	 on	 the	 ‘deterritorializing’	 powers	 of	 language,	 or	 Bakhtin’s	 forceful	 critique	 of	
‘monologic’	and	‘monoglossic’	tendencies	in	Western	thought,	or	the	‘hybrid’	character	













the	 traditional	 terminology	 of	 ‘source’	 and	 ‘target’	might	 prove	 helpful	 in	 approaching	 this	
issue.	These	two	widely-accepted	yet	somewhat	controversial	terms	can	be	used	in	collocation	








of	 a	 modern-day	 expression	 and	 particularly	 to	 ‘the	 possible	 differences	 in	 semiotic	
composition	between	source	and	 target	 texts’	 (Gottlieb	2018,	47),	Gottlieb’s	 taxonomy	 is	of	




‘target’,	Gottlieb’s	 semiotically	oriented	 taxonomy	concentrates	solely	on	 the	 changes	 in	 the	
number	of	semiotic	channels,	which	is	less	relevant	for	our	understanding	of	how	linguistically	
heterogeneous	 literary	 texts	 upset	 translational	 relations.	 To	 this	 effect,	 the	 core	 problems	
radiating	from	multilingual	experimentations	remain	unaddressed.	
                                                        





existence	 of	 any	 defined	 relationships	 between	 the	 respective	 languages	 and/or	 textual	
traditions’	(Toury	1986,	1117;	my	emphasis).	By	contrast,	Toury	explains,	a	fixed	relationship	
becomes	 unavoidable	where	 a	 ‘secondary’	 code	 derives	 from	 a	 ‘primary’	with	mediation	of	
certain	previously	established	rules;	the	provided	example	is	that	of	writing	down	oral	material	



















two	 terms	 –	 stresses	 the	 pioneer	 of	 descriptive	 translation	 studies	 –	 ought	 to	 be	 used	
descriptively	 rather	 than	 prescriptively	 (Toury	 1986,	 1117).	 Ultimately,	 this	 signifies	 that	









of	 the	Blackfoot	intrusions.	The	thought	that	–	 in	 the	biscriptural	environment	of	Serbia	–	a	
different	edition	could	cyrillicise	 the	story	without	blinking	an	eye,	brings	 into	question	our	
perception	 of	 the	 source	 text	 as	 utterly	 immobile.	 In	 deliberating	 about	 what	 he	 terms	
autobiographical	 input	–	that	 is	a	mode	of	reading	which	acknowledges	and	values	personal	





















be	 performed	 on	 one	 and	 the	 same	source	 text’	 (Toury	 1986,	 1119)	 allows	 for	multiplicity	








Albeit	 compelling	 material	 for	 analysis,	 indulging	 in	 speculations	 as	 to	 the	 prospective	
management	of	multilingual	experimentations	in	future	(re)translations	has	to	be	substituted	
by	the	investigation	of	actual	strategies	found	in	Elias-Bursać’s	translation.	
Elias-Bursać’s	 multilingually	 and	 graphically	 aware	 translation	 disrupts	 the	
traditionally	predictable	behaviour	of	‘source’	and	‘target’	by	obscuring	the	presumed	one-to-
one	correspondence	between	the	two.	A	call	for	a	more	flexible	definition	of	‘source’	and	‘target’	
comes	 from	 Reine	 Meylaerts,	 who	 uses	 the	 multilingual	 setting	 of	 interwar	 Belgium	 as	 a	
































































receive	 in	 theoretical	 circles,	 the	 study	 of	 alphabetical	 alternations	 has	 remained	 quite	
peripheral.	 When	 addressed,	 the	 graphical	 aspect	 is	 usually	 examined	 in	 the	 contexts	 of	
logographic	writing	systems,	such	as	Chinese	or	Japanese.	Perhaps	on	the	grounds	of	the	Roman	
alphabets’	 global	dominance,	 the	Cyrillic	 script	–	used	 in	Eastern	Europe	and	Asia	–	passes	
unnoticed	in	Western	academia.	Even	though	Albahari’s	‘Learning	Cyrillic’	is	monographic	in	
that	 it	utilises	only	the	Serbian	Latin	alphabet,	 the	story’s	very	title	hints	at	 the	text’s	 inner	






Bursać	 effectively	 embedded	 intralingual	 relations	 into	 what	 is	 contrary	 an	 interlingual	
translation.	
The	 second	 example	 of	 intralingual	 interruption	 lies	 in	 a	 sporadic	 retention	 of	 the	
Blackfoot	phrases.	As	the	Blackfoot	words	stand	out	in	Albahari’s	chiefly	Serbian	text	as	well	as	














noted	 earlier	 (see	 2.2.5),	 such	 narrow	 approach	 has	 been	 heavily	 criticised	 by	 Sturrock	
(Sturrock	1991,	311)	and	more	recently	Albachten	(Albachten	2014,	575).	










Eco	 (2003)	 and	 Calabrese	 (2000)	 also	 embark	 on	 a	 search	 for	 the	 minimal	 unit	 of	
translation.	As	already	noted,	Calabrese	negates	the	possibility	of	an	all-encompassing	theory	
of	translation;	his	claim	rests	on	the	assumption	that	translation	is	an	‘individual’	and	‘textual’	















As	 neither	 Calabrese	 nor	 Eco	 define	what	 they	mean	 by	 ‘text’,	 I	 am	 inclined	 to	 think	 their	














(see	 3.3)	 could	 be	 adapted	 to	 fit	 translational	 agenda.	 In	 this	 way,	 the	 imperative	 to	
predetermine	what	should	operate	as	a	unit	of	translation	ceases	to	exist.	With	a	scalable	unit	
of	 translation,	 the	researcher	would	no	 longer	be	 forced	to	commit	 to	a	single	unit;	what	 is	






the	 problematic	 minimal	 unit	 of	 translation	 reinforces	 the	 pertinence	 of	 a	 contextual	
framework	 in	 the	 study	 of	 multilingual	 literature’s	 translational	 relations.	 As	 previously	
mentioned,	Toury	asserts	that	the	relationship	between	a	source	and	target	text	results	from	
‘the	 interplay	of	all	 the	cultural,	 textual	and	 linguistic	 factors	 involved	 in	every	single	act	of	
performance,	hence	not	necessarily	the	same	in	all	cases’	(Toury	1986,	1117;	square	brackets	
and	 emphasis	 in	 the	 original).	 Hence,	 the	 specific	 way	 in	 which	 Elias-Bursać	 rendered	
Albahari’s	 multilingualism,	 keeping	 the	 Serbian	 and	 Blackfoot	 elements	 in	 the	 otherwise	
English	 text,	 should	 be	 understood	 in	 terms	 of	 uniqueness	 rather	 than	 universality.	 This	
chapter’s	study	of	translational	relations	on	the	example	of	‘Learning	Cyrillic’	has	demonstrated	











Cyrillic’	 spotlights	 the	 Serbian	 community	 in	Canada:	 the	 protagonist	 is	 a	 Serbian-language	





that	 it	 creatively	 engages	 with	 translation	 matters	 –	 and	 it	 is	 precisely	 thanks	 to	 the	
protagonist’s	fictional	interpreting	that	a	greater	number	of	languages	figures	in	the	text	–	not	









evening	 classes.	 To	 that	 end,	 Elias-Bursać’s	 translation	 is	 attentive	 not	 only	 to	 the	 role	 of	
multilingual	insertions	but	to	the	aesthetic	capacity	of	the	Serbian	dual	orthography	–	which	
simultaneously	 utilises	 both	 the	 Cyrillic	 and	 Latin	 alphabet.	 Overall,	 Elias-Bursać	 should	 be	









portions	 of	 a	 text	 –	 this	 chapter	 advocates	 the	 introduction	 of	 a	 scalable	 minimal	 unit	 of	
translation.	The	proposition,	which	looks	up	to	Jay	Jin’s	(2017)	idea	of	scaling	the	research	tools	
so	as	to	bypass	the	unnecessarily	prescriptive	nature	of	one-fits-all	models,	could	alleviate	the	
problems	 of	 multilingual	 literature’s	 shuffled	 translational	 relations.	 A	 scalable	 unit	 of	
translation	could	be	tailored	in	accordance	with	the	project’s	specific	needs.	
All	things	considered,	we	arrive	at	the	conclusion	that	in	a	multilingual	environment,	the	
‘source’	 and	 ‘target’	 language(s)	 can	 only	 be	 identified	 locally.	 As	 a	 result,	 the	 translational	
relations	 need	 to	 be	 defined	 anew	 again	 and	 again.	 This	 brings	 to	 light	 the	 importance	 of	
establishing	 a	 contextual	 framework.	 As	 the	 two	 previous	 chapter	 have	 confirmed	 on	 the	
example	of		temporal	(see	4.5)	and	spatial	aspects	(see	5.5)	–	translational	relations	are	not	pre-
given	but,	rather,	contextually	determined	in	the	analysis	of	each	individual	case.	Finally,	it	is	




























brief	 mention	 of	 a	 possible	 impact	 of	 translational	 relations’	 fluctuation	 can	 be	 found	 in	















traditionally	 encompasses	 a	 set	 of	 five	 dominant	 English-speaking	 countries:	 the	 United	
Kingdom,	 the	 United	 States,	 Australia,	 Canada,	 New	 Zealand,	 and	 Ireland.77	 Seeing	 that	










Zealand,	 and	 Ireland.	 Accordingly,	 the	 qualifier	 ‘Anglophone’	 will	 be	 used	 to	 refer	 to	 these	 particular	 states	
collectively	rather	than	the	whole	English-speaking	world.	
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To	 test	 this	hypothesis,	 the	 chapter	will	 take	as	a	 starting	point	a	 short	 story	by	 the	
American	 author	 Todd	 Hasak-Lowy,	 entitled	 ‘The	 Task	 of	 This	 Translator’	 (2005)	 and	







The	 focus	 on	 interpreting	 rather	 than	 written	 translation	 in	 Lowy’s	 story	 further	
questions	 the	 idea	of	borders.	 [.	 .	 .]	 [T]he	process	of	 interpreting	 collapses	any	 clear	
identifications	and	delimitations;	it	highlights	the	fluidity	of	identities,	like	the	fluidity	




as	 an	 undergraduate	 but	 barely	 understands.	 Even	 though	 the	 ‘obscure’	 language,	 as	 the	
narrator	puts	it,	remains	unrevealed,	its	vivid	description	points	towards	the	Serbo-Croatian	




as	 it	 illustrates	 the	 complexity	 of	 factors	 responsible	 for	 a	 rather	 inferior	 status	 of	 certain	
national	literatures	in	a	wider	cultural	framework,	particularly	that	of	Anglophone	countries.	




2016,	 82).	 For	 this	 reason,	 the	 principal	 hypothesis	 will	 not	 be	 tested	 in	 isolation	 but	 in	
combination	with	a	set	of	related	hypotheses	concerning	other	important	factors	–	be	they	of	














constellation,	 I	 argue,	 linguistic	discontinuity	 is	 an	extra	 layer	 that	prevents	 the	 circulation,	
which	already	happens	at	a	slow	rate	for	literatures	written	in	less-known	languages.	
Overall,	 the	 chapter	 takes	a	 sociological	 approach	by	 concentrating	on	 the	 roles	 that	
certain	agents	–	educational	institutions,	publishing	industry,	and	the	general	reading	public	in	
particular	–	play	in	the	processes	of	cultural	cross-contamination.	The	quantitative	data	will	be	
collected	 from	 various	 databases,	 statistical	 reports,	 and	 online	 sources,	 whereas	 the	
qualitative	 data	 will	 be	 extracted	 from	 interviews	 and	 texts	 by	 translators,	 scholars,	 and	
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hidden.	The	 third	section	 focuses	on	 the	 treatment	of	 Serbian	 in	 educational	 institutions	of	
three	Anglophone	countries;	the	forth	one	on	the	publishing	industry,	both	of	Serbia	and	the	
Anglosphere;	the	last	one	on	a	general	underrepresentation	of	literature	in	translation	across	




important	 publication	 is	 Snezana	 Zabic	 and	 Paula	 Kamenish’s	 essay	 ‘A	 Survey	 of	 Bosnian,	
Croatian,	and	Serbian	Poetry	in	English	Translation	in	the	U.S.	and	Canada’,	the	scope	of	which	




2006,	 3).	 The	 authors	 argue	 that	 the	 main	 determinants	 contributing	 to	 the	 processes	 of	
cultural	 exchange	 are,	 in	 fact,	 literary	mediators	 –	 including	 émigré	writers,	who	 are	 often	
translators	themselves,	and	scholars	of	world	literature	–	and	a	few	publishers	committed	to	
publishing	poetry	in	translation.	In	comparison	to	Zabic	and	Kamenish’s	article,	this	chapter	











foreground	 the	 individual,	 or	 the	 visible	 interactions	 between	 individuals,	 as	 the	









close	 scrutiny	 for	 its	 alleged	 ‘methodological	nationalism’.	 Although	 the	 framework	 of	 field	
theory	has	been	commonly	adopted	in	a	national	context,	those	more	familiar	with	Bourdieu’s	





















Knowing	the	conceptual	perimeters	of	a	 field,	 let	us	 try	to	circumscribe	the	 fields	discussed	











of	 individual	national	literatures.79	For	 instance,	 in	May	2018	the	Faculty	of	Philology	of	 the	




Priroda	 kritika	 (The	 Nature	 of	 Critique;	 1972),	 which	 discusses	 this	 issue	 systematically,	
reaches	a	dualistic	conclusion:	
	
[.	 .	 .]	 we	 should	 talk	 about	 Yugoslav	 literatures	 as	 a	 collection	 of	 kindred	 national	





While	 this	 is	 a	 complex	 question,	 the	 consideration	 of	which	 exceeds	 the	 ambitions	 of	 this	




                                                        
79	 A	 recent	 publication	 that	 systematically	 addresses	 this	 question	 is	 Adrijana	 Marčetić’s	 edited	 volume	
Jugoslovenska	književnost:	 prošlost,	 sadašnjost	 i	 budućnost	 jednog	 spornog	 pojma/Yugoslav	 Literature:	 the	 Past,	
Present	and	Future	of	a	Contested	Notion	(2019).	
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USA	 and	 the	 UK,	 occasionally	 underpinned	 with	 relevant	 examples	 from	 Canada,	 Ireland,	
Australia,	and	New	Zealand.	What	gives	us	the	right	to	consider	the	USA	and	the	UK	the	essential	
components	of	the	proposed	field	is	their	traditional	dominance	in	the	formation	of	the	English-











‘How	 I	 got	 lost	 in	 translation	 and	 found	my	 true	 calling’	 for	 the	Observer	 that	 ‘[those]	who	





















European	 family	 table.	 Just	barely.	Balto	maybe,	 Slavic	probably.	 (Hasak-Lowy	2005,	
152)	
	
What	 strikes	 the	 reader	 as	 foreign-language	 passages	 are	 in	 fact	 Ben’s	 not-so-reliable	
translations	from	the	language	in	question,	initially	filled	with	numerous	‘blahs’,	which	later	
evolve	into	more	intelligible	yet	never	fully	coherent	entities.		









such	 surname	 comes	 up	 in	 Google	 search.80	 The	 provided	 alternatives	 –	 ‘Vasilevich’,	
‘Vasilovich’,	 ‘Vasilyevich’	 –	 seem	 to	 be	 transliterated	 to	 match	 the	 norms	 of	 English	
orthography.	 It	should	be	noted	that	 the	transliteration	of	proper	names	 is	often	haphazard	




it	 appears	 in	 four	 South	 Slavic	 languages	 –	 Serbian,	 Croatian,	 Slovene,	 and	 Macedonian	 –	
thereby	 pointing	 towards	 the	 Balkans,	 or,	 more	 specifically,	 former	 Yugoslavia	 (Campbell	
2019).	




This	 language	 hardly	 gets	much	mention	outside	 of	 its	 local	habitat,	 though	 it	 is	 the	
language	spoken	by	those	unfortunates	that	every	fifteen	years	or	so,	whether	under	the	
































(‘Zlatan	 izazvao	 zemljotres	 na	 Balkanu’	 2019)	 could	 be	 interpreted	 as	 a	 mere	 error	 in	
congruency;	tabloids	in	general	are	more	concerned	with	images	than	with	words.	But	it	is	too	
tempting	 to	 interpret	 the	disagreement	between	 the	 singular	noun	and	 the	plural	 verb	as	a	
Freudian	slip	pointing	towards	the	 inherent	struggle	between	singularity	and	multiplicity	of	












the	 harmful	 effects	 produced	 by	 poor	 reputation	 are,	 in	 my	 opinion,	 undeniable.	 Žanić’s	
standpoint	is	in	line	with	Hasak-Lowy’s	fictional	assertion	that	the	story’s	‘obscure’	language	is	
internationally	inconspicuous	unless	it	comes	under	spotlight	for	some	atrocities	committed	at	
its	 territory	(Hasak-Lowy	2005,	152).	While	Žanić’s	call	 for	 turning	towards	more	pertinent	
issues	 than	 contrasting	 languages	 formerly	 standardised	 as	 one	 poses	 an	 important	 step	
forward,	 there	 is	still	a	number	of	 fields	where	the	relationship	between	the	new	standards	
need	be	better	regulated	before	any	satisfactory	progress	can	be	achieved.	One	such	field	is	the	









the	 founder	of	 the	 so-called	Translation	 Institute,	 took	a	 class	named	Transnationalism	and	
Borders	 ‘by	mistake’.	 (Hasak-Lowy	2005,	 150)	 Similarly,	 Ben,	who	had	 ‘to	 fulfil	 the	 foreign	
language	 requirement’	 (Hasak-Lowy	2005,	 151–52),	was	 stirred	 into	 learning	 the	 ‘obscure’	
language	 by	 ‘helplessly	 following	 a	 striking	 romantic	 interest’	 (Hasak-Lowy	 2005,	 152).	 In	
contrast,	Ben’s	 ‘starry-eyed’	professor	 (Hasak-Lowy	2005,	152)	of	 the	Balto-Slavic	 language	
approaches	 the	 class	with	much	more	 enthusiasm,	 naïve	 enough	 to	 believe	 that	 ‘once	 this	
language	program	got	off	the	ground	[.	.	.]	the	students	would	sign	up	regularly,	appreciating	
the	sheer	beauty	of	 the	 language’	(Hasak-Lowy	2005,	152).	The	 fact	 that	 the	class’s	survival	
depends	on	 a	 series	of	 external	 factors,	 such	as	 secured	 external	 funding	or	 the	 number	of	
signed-up	participants,	reflects	the	underlying	power	relations	that	chase	a	small	language	out	
of	the	big	picture.	
                                                        
81	The	problems	that	literature	in	a	relatively	small	language	faces	was	analysed	on	the	example	of	Serbo-Croatian	




funding	models	 for	 foreign-language	 teaching.	 In	writing	 about	 the	 absence	 of	 the	 Serbian	
language	at	important	Slavic	departments	across	the	world,	journalist	Marina	Vulićević	stresses	








Hasak-Lowy	notes	 that	 this	 language	 ‘hardly	gets	much	mention	outside	of	 its	 local	habitat’	















Teachers	 of	 Slavic	 and	 East	 European	 Languages	 2017;	 see	 Appendix	 B:	 Table	 1).	 This	
constitutes	less	than	1%	of	all	accredited	tertiary	institutions82	in	the	USA.	Content-wise,	on	
offer	are	either	 language,	 literature,	 culture,	or	 some	combination	of	 the	 three.	Russian,	 the	




Polish,	 Ukranian,	 and	 Czech	 literature,	 and	Yale,	where	 Polish	 literature	 can	 be	 studied	 ‘by	




American	context,	 these	are	 found	–	either	as	a	major	or	minor	–	at	 the	total	of	 fifteen	USA	
universities	(see	Appendix	B:	Table	1),	which	is	less	than	half	of	all	institutions	where	Slavic	
languages	 are	 taught.	 The	 following	 institutions	 offer	 a	 program	 or	 course	 in	 the	 Bosnian,	






University	 of	 Chicago,	 Harvard	 University,	 the	 University	 of	 Illinois	 (Chicago	 and	 Urbana-
Champaign),	 Indiana	 University,	 the	 University	 of	 Kansas,	 the	 University	 of	 Michigan,	 the	
University	 of	 North	 Carolina	 (Chapel	 Hill),	 the	 Ohio	 State	 University,	 the	 University	 of	








half	 of	 those	 ‘extra	 large’	 institutions	 that	 do	 teach	 Slavic	 languages.	 This	 figure	 somewhat	
confirms	 Hasak-Lowy	 assertion	 that	 the	 ‘obscure’	 language	 central	 to	 his	 story	 is	
underrepresented	even	at	‘gigantic	state	universities’	(Hasak-Lowy	2005:	152).	Outside	these	
‘extra	 large’	universities,	 Slavic	 languages	 collectively	made	 it	 to	a	negligible	number	of	 ten	






only	 at	 three	 institutions	 (American	 Association	 of	 Teachers	 of	 Slavic	 and	 East	 European	
Languages	2017;	see	Appendix	B:	Table	2),	which	makes	up	only	1%	of	all	universities	and	
colleges.85	 Serbian,	 Croatian,	 and/or	 Bosnian	 are	 taught	 only	 at	 the	 University	 of	 Toronto,	











                                                        
83	University	systems,	which	constitute	of	multiple	affiliated	institutions,	are	counted	as	a	single	institution.	In	this	



















I The	 ‘first	Slavic	paradigm’,	which	 lasted	 from	the	discipline’s	 inception	till	 the	
Second	 World	 War,	 was	 characterised	 by	 a	 strong	 interest	 in	 Paleoslavistics	
rather	than	in	individual	living	Slavic	languages	(Samardžija	2008,	133);	
II The	 ‘second’	or	 the	 ‘new	Slavic	paradigm’,	 lasting	 from	 the	end	of	 the	Second	
World	War	 till	 the	 1990s,	was	deeply	 rooted	 in	Russistics,	while	 the	 study	of	




articulated;	 as	 a	 result	 of	 its	 poor	 definition,	 smaller	 Slavic	 languages	 get	






reorganisation,	 undertaken	 with	 the	 aim	 of	 reflecting	 the	 emergence	 of	 new	 states	 and	
languages	on	 the	 international	scene.	An	overview	of	 these	regroupings,	with	 the	accent	on	
current	state	of	affairs,	will	be	provided	below.	It	should	be	mentioned,	however,	that	certain	
factors	 other	 than	 political	 and	 linguistic	 fragmentation	 have	 made	 an	 impact	 upon	 these	
reconstructing	efforts.	The	identification	and	discussion	of	these	fall	outside	the	scope	of	this	




To	 investigate	 this	 issue	 on	 the	 territory	 of	 the	 USA,	 I	 have	 used	 the	 Modern	 Language	




‘language	variants	or	different	 course	names	may	produce	enrollment	 listings	 that	must	be	
searched	separately	but	might	usefully	be	considered	together’	(Modern	Language	Association	
2019).	 In	 case	 of	 Serbo-Croatian	 and	 its	 successors,	we	 encounter	 as	many	 as	 six	 different	




as	 the	only	language	 from	1974	(when	first	data	 for	Serbo-Croatian	 is	available)	 to	1990.	 In	
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1995,	 the	 first	MLA	census	after	 the	disintegration	of	 SFR	Yugoslavia,	Croatian	and	Serbian	
appear	individually	for	the	first	time	in	addition	to	the	Serbo-Croatian,	while	Bosnian	does	not	
appear	 individually	 till	2006.	Combinations	encompassing	more	 than	one	 language,	 such	as	
Bosnian/Croatian/Serbian	and	Serbian/Croatian	appear	in	2006	and	2009	respectively.	Those	
combinations	 show	 a	 steady	 rising	 trend,	 while	 there	 is	 a	 precipitate	 decline	 in	 individual	
languages.	In	2016,	the	last	year	for	which	the	provided	data	is	available	at	this	point	(January	
2019),	Bosnian,	Croatian,	and	Serbian	separately	have	zero	enrollments.	On	the	other	hand,	the	
phrasings	 Bosnian/Croatian/Serbian	 and	 Serbian/Croatian	 both	 display	 rising	 trends	 from	
their	 first	 appearance.	 Interestingly,	 the	 glottonym	 Serbo-Croatian	 still	 exists,	 although	 it	
records	a	substantial	fall	from	2006	–	when	the	first	group	name	was	introduced	–	henceforth.	
In	2016,	the	Bosnian/Croatian/Serbian	wording	achieved	the	greatest	number	of	enrollments,	
the	 total	 of	 159;	 the	 Serbian/Croatian	 came	 second	with	 thirty-seven	 enrollments;	 and	 the	
Serbo-Croatian	occupied	the	last	place	with	just	eighteen	enrollments.	
7.4.2.2	Canada	




the	 Serbian/Croatian	 phrasing.87	 Does	 the	 names’	 compatibility	 emerge	 as	 a	 result	 of	 a	
systematic	grasp	of	the	issue	or	it	is	sheer	coincidence?	According	to	Celia	Hawkesworth,	who	
spent	 most	 of	 her	 career	 as	 a	 lecturer	 in	 Serbo-Croatian,	 and	 subsequently	 Serbian	 and	
Croatian,	 at	 the	School	of	 Slavonic	and	East	European	Studies	 (SSEES)	at	University	College	
London,88	universities	are	given	no	legal	guidance	on	the	matter.89	
	










                                                        
87	For	a	detailed	history	of	teaching	Serbo-Croatian	and	its	successors	in	the	UK,	see	Celia	Hawkesworth’s	article	




Case	 of	 Serbo-Croatian	 (2018).	 Her	 research	 into	 different	 institutionalisations	 of	 Serbo-Croatian	 successor	
languages	 in	 former	Yugoslav	countries	 and	abroad	 suggests	 that	 –	 notwithstanding	 the	 overt	 changes	 in	 the	










The	unclear	situation	 in	regard	to	the	 languages’	new	names	 forces	 lecturers	 to	 ‘manage	on	























Browne	 underlines	 a	 series	 of	 factors	other	 than	 personal	ones	 that	 play	 a	 decisive	 role	 in	
student’s	choice	of	a	particular	standard.	




of	 separate	 lecturers,	 the	 languages	 are	 taught	 together	with	 a	 view	 to	 attracting	 a	 greater	
number	of	students	(Požgaj	Hadži	2018,	477).	Yet	not	all	institutions	have	optimum	financial	
conditions	 to	 keep	 separate	 lecturers,	 so	one	person	 often	has	 to	 cover	 all	 standards.	 Even	
though	the	official	name	of	the	course	is,	say,	Serbian,	in	practice	it	does	not	necessarily	mean	
that	 the	 study	 of	 Serbian	will	 be	 guaranteed	 (Brborić	2015).91	 In	 the	 experience	 of	Wayles	
Browne,	who	comes	from	the	American	context,	‘[t]eachers	willing	and	able	to	teach	a	standard	

















only	 administrative	 bodies	 (Požgaj	 Hadži	 2018,	 482),	 the	 status	 of	 study	 sections	 is	
underregulated.	For	 this	 reason,	both	Serbian	and	Croatian	philologists	 strongly	advocate	a	
systematic	 reorganisation,	 which	 would	 involve	 the	 establishment	 of	 a	 separate	 body,	 an	
umbrella	 organisation,	 in	 their	 respective	 countries,	 which	would	 promote	 their	 languages	





















While	 this	 too	 is	 an	 important	 aspect	 contributing	 to	 the	 total	 number	 of	 lecturers	 and	
translators	from	non-dominant	languages,	its	investigation	certainly	requires	a	whole	separate	
study.	

















as	 the	 sub-hypothesis	 that	 the	 availability	 of	 Serbian-language	 courses	 at	 Anglophone	
universities	is	limited.	Secondly,	the	investigation	of	the	institutional	reorganisations	of	South	
Slavic	programs	and	courses	during	the	‘third	Slavic	paradigm’	confirms	that	in	Anglophone	






limited	 accessibility	 of	 formal	 training	 and	 its	 uncertain	 outcome	 in	 terms	 of	 linguistic	
proficiency	 are	 some	 of	 the	 key	 reasons	 for	 the	 shortage	 of	 Slavic-language	 teachers	 and	
translators	in	the	Anglophone	countries	under	study.	In	case	of	the	Serbian	language,	its	often	
unclear	status	in	relation	to	other	Serbo-Croatian	successors	further	complicates	the	matter,	




Damrosch	 and	 Emily	 Apter,	 agree	 that	 translation	 lies	 at	 the	 heart	 of	 this	 much-disputed	
concept.	 On	 the	 one	 hand,	 Damrosch,	 a	 keen	 advocate	 of	 the	 idea,	 maintains	 that	 world	
literature	‘encompass[es]	all	literary	works	that	circulate	beyond	their	culture	of	origin,	either	




concept	 on	 the	 grounds	 of	 untranslability,	 the	 phenomenon	 that	 is,	 along	 with	
incommensurability,	crucial	 to	her	argumentation	 ‘against	world	 literature’	 (Apter	2013,	3).	
Regardless	whether	one	believes	in	the	long-term	viability	of	world	literature,	it	appears	that	
the	very	 concept	 is	 largely	 contingent	upon	 translation.	The	availability	and	accessibility	of	
translation	becomes	particularly	vital	when	it	comes	to	the	transmission	of	literatures	written	













75).	 These	 days,	 unfortunately,	 more	 often	 than	 not,	 translations	 are	 not	 only	 done	 for	 a	
particular	audience,	but	for	a	specific	client.	This	client,	as	we	can	see	from	Hasak-Lowy’s	story,	






















depart	 from	 the	 idea	 of	 translation	 encountered	 in	 scholarly	 circles	 –	 the	 idea	 built	 on	 the	
premises	of	Benjamin,	one	of	the	founding	fathers	of	‘the	institution	of	translation’.	
How	does	this	rise	of	commercialism	reflect	on	literary	markets?	Let	us	take	a	closer	
look	 at	 the	 commercial	 side	 of	 publishing	 and	 translational	practices	 in	 Serbia,	 the	 country	
where,	 in	all	 likelihood,	an	–	 if	not	the	–	 ‘obscure’	 language	 is	spoken.	Naturally,	 translators	
working	from	Serbian	into	English	and	vice	versa	are	much	easier	to	find	in	Serbia	than	it	is	the	























dilettantes	 hold	 sway’	 (Dickens	 2002,	 8)	 and	 calls	 for	 literary	 translators	 to	 ‘be	 treated	 as	
professionals	and	paid	at	a	decent	rate’	(Dickens	2002,	8).	Based	on	Paunović’s	and	Dickens’	
statements,	 we	may	 arrive	 at	 the	 conclusion	 that	 the	 disinterest	 in	 a	 standardised	 level	 of	
quality	and	the	overall	devaluation	of	expertise	is	more	of	a	global	trend	than	a	country-specific	
occurrence.		




to	 books	 in	 translation,	 shows	 that,	 in	 case	 of	 Serbian	 literature	 in	 English	 translation,	 the	


















the	Serbian	market,	 thereby	 failing,	 in	Damrosch’s	phrase,	 to	 ‘circulate	beyond	 its	culture	of	
origin’	(Damrosch	2003,	4).	




work	 does	 exist	 and	 has	 been	 printed	 in	 Serbia,	 Anglophone	 publishing	 houses	 are	 not	
interested	 in	 distributing	 it	 in	 their	 territory.	 These	 two	 aspects,	 discussed	 in	 this	 section,	
largely	 confirm	 the	 sub-hypothesis	 put	 forward	 in	 this	 chapter’s	 introduction,	 that	 literary	
markets	are	largely	governed	by	commercial	interests.	The	inability	of	translations	produced	




















quoted	 figure	 that	 lacks	 sufficient	 empirical	 backing	 (Post	 2019).	 Post’s	 database	 collects	
information	on	translated	literature	published	in	the	USA	from	2008	onwards.	While	the	Three	
Percent	 translation	 database	 is	 invaluable	 material	 for	 research,	 it	 is	 restricted	 to	 works	
previously	unpublished	in	English,	thereby	excluding	retranslations	of	the	classics	and	reprints	
of	old	editions.	In	spite	of	having	information	on	translated	works,	we	are	still	in	the	dark	in	
terms	 of	 the	 total	 number	 of	 books	 published	 on	 the	 USA	market,	 which	 disables	 us	 from	
calculating	the	exact	percentage	that	translated	literature	constitutes	in	the	USA.	
A	 more	 detailed	 account	 of	 circulation	 is	 given	 in	 Alexandra	 Büchler	 and	 Giulia	
Trentacosti’s	statistical	report	that	concentrates	on	the	UK	and	Ireland.	The	report’s	findings	
suggest	that	‘the	percentage	of	literature-related	translations	[.	.	.]	over	the	twelve-year	period	
[2000	 –	 2012]	 is	 [.	 .	 .]	 consistently	 above	 4%,	 peaking	 at	 5.23%	 in	 2011’	 (Büchler	 and	
Trentacosti	 [2013]	 2015,	 5),	which	 is	 significantly	 lower	 in	 comparison	 to	 other	 European	
markets	of	a	similar	size.	For	instance,	in	2011	Germany’s	total	yearly	output	of	translations,	
both	 literary	 and	 non-literary,	 was	 approximately	 12%;	 France’s	 16%;	 Italy’s	 20%;	 and	
Poland’s	 33%	 (Büchler	 and	 Trentacosti	 [2013]	 2015,	 5).	 Furthermore,	 the	 report,	 which	
emphasises	 that	 Eastern	 European	 languages	 are	 notably	 underrepresented	 (Büchler	 and	
Trentacosti	[2013]	2015,	5),	dedicates	a	whole	chapter	to	a	case	study	of	translations	from	the	
‘Balkan	 languages’,95	 a	 collective	 name	 here	 used	 for	 Serbo-Croatian,	 Serbian,	 Croatian,	







consider	 some	 actors	 that	 have	 undertaken	 the	 quixotic	 task	 of	 promoting	 literature	 in	
translation,	 undiscouraged	 by	 its	 grim	 prospects.	 In	 the	 opinion	 of	 the	 literary	 translator	
Maureen	Freely,	for	the	presence	of	translated	literature	in	the	UK,	however	marginal	it	may	
be,	 we	 ought	 to	 thank	 ‘the	 dozen	 or	 so	 publishers	 which	 remain	 committed	 to	 fiction	 in	
translation	 even	 as	 the	walls	 of	 fortress	 English	 grow	 and	 grow’	 (Freely	 2010).	 In	 case	 of	
literature	 coming	 from	 the	 Balkans,	 Büchler	 and	 Trentacosti’s	 report	 commends	 efforts	 of	









In	addition	 to	 these	adventurous	publishers,	Freely	 singles	out	 three	UK	 institutions	
dedicated	 to	 preserving	 ‘the	 art	 of	 literary	 translation’:	 the	 British	 Centre	 for	 Literary	
Translation	at	the	University	of	East	Anglia,	the	Translators	Association,	and	the	Independent	
Foreign	 Fiction	 Prize	 (Freely	 2010).	Hugely	 important	 too	has	 been	 the	Oxford-Weidenfeld	
Prize,96	set	up	in	1999	to	honour	the	best	book-length	literary	translation	from	any	modern	
European	 language	 into	 English.	 Since	 the	 publication	 of	 Freely’s	 text	 in	2010,	more	 prizes	






UK	publishing	 industry	put	 forward	 in	 the	opening	paragraphs.	Namely,	he	 claims	 that	 this	
tendency	of	monolingualism	can	carry	on	unchanged	as	‘Britain	does	not	appear	to	need	things	
that	 happen	 in	 foreign	 languages,	 politically,	 economically,	 or	 culturally’	 (Dickens	 2002,	 2).	













the	 UK	 are	 highly	 competitive	 and	 publishing	 works	 of	 Serbian	 literature	 in	 an	 English	
translation	 is	 exceedingly	 difficult	 in	 these	 countries,	 especially	 in	 light	 of	 their	 dwindling	
public	interest	for	literature	in	translation.	
Yet	this	chapter’s	findings	signal	that	the	blame	should	be	on	both	sides.	Nations	where	
smaller	 languages	 are	 spoken	 need	 to	 approach	 the	problem	more	 seriously	 and	 formulate	
viable	long-term	strategies	for	the	promotion	of	their	languages	and	cultures	abroad.	This	is	
                                                        
96	 Interestingly,	 the	 2019	winner	 of	 the	 Oxford-Weidenfeld	 Prize	 is	 Celia	 Hawkesworth,	 commended	 for	 her	
translation	of	 Ivo	Andrić’s	Omer	Pasha	Latas,	published	by	New	York	Review	Books.	For	more	on	 the	Oxford-
Weidenfeld	 Prize	 and	 its	 previous	 winners,	 see	 the	 following	 link:	 https://www.queens.ox.ac.uk/oxford-
weidenfeld-prize.	
97	 For	more	 on	 the	University	 of	Warwick’s	 Prize	 for	Women	 in	Translation,	 see,	 for	 example,	 Višnja	Krstić’s	
interview	 with	 the	 Prize’s	 coordinator	 Chantal	 Wright,	 available	 in	 English	 at:	
http://www.knjizenstvo.rs/en/journals/2018/interview/women-in-translation-prize.	 For	 the	 Serbian	 version,	
see:	http://www.knjizenstvo.rs/sr/casopisi/2018/intervju/nagrada-za-zene-u-prevodu-univerziteta-vorik.	
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especially	 true	 for	 languages	the	status	of	which	has	become	internationally	 ill-defined	as	a	
consequence	 of	 linguistic	 fragmentation.	 Serbian	 authorities,	 then,	 should	 ensure	 their	
dominant	language	is	studied	properly	in	departments	where	it	is	offered	in	combination	with	
other	South	Slavic	standards.	From	the	publishing	angle,	more	should	be	done	on	increasing	










network,	 stem	 from	 a	 number	 of	 different	 sources:	 multifaceted	 institutional	 constraints,	
commercial	character	of	 the	publishing	 industry,	and	general	public	disinterest.	All	of	 these	
appear	to	be	promising	research	avenues	and	more	studies,	venturing	deeper	into	each	of	the	
three	 spheres,	 are	 necessary	 to	 confirm	 and	 solidify	 the	 findings	 presented	 in	 this	 chapter.	
Hopes	 remain	 that	 institutions	on	both	sides	will	work	 towards	protecting	 the	processes	of	
transnational	cultural	cross-contamination,	for,	if	the	discouraging	trend	persists,	the	already	



















Proposed	 in	 1959,	 Jakobson’s	 classification	 of	 translational	 relations	 –	which	 distinguishes	
intra-,	 interlingual,	 and	 intersemiotic	 translation	 –	 considerably	 precedes	 the	
institutionalisation	of	translation	studies	as	a	discipline.	At	the	time,	translational	phenomena	
were	 studied	 under	 the	 protectorate	 of	 different	 related	 fields,	 such	 as	 linguistics	 or	
comparative	 literature.	With	 the	 eventual	 establishment	 of	 translation	 studies	 in	 academic	
circles,	 Jakobson’s	 essay	 ‘On	 Linguistic	 Aspects	 of	 Translation’,	 where	 the	 typology	 was	
originally	put	forward,	emerged	as	one	of	the	newly	founded	discipline’s	core	texts.	Such	overt	
recognition	 put	 the	 categorisation	 under	 rigorous	 scrutiny.	 Over	 the	 decades,	 a	 number	 of	
scholars	 have	 revised	 intra-	 and	 interlingual	 translation’s	 basic	 premises:	 Jacques	 Derrida	
(1985)	and	Gideon	Toury	(1986)	 in	 the	1980s;	 John	Sturrock	(1991),	Anthony	Pym	([1992]	
2010)	 and	 Theo	 Hermans	 (1997)	 in	 the	 1990s;	 Omar	 Calabrese	 (2000)	 and	 Umberto	 Eco	
(2003)	in	the	2000s;	Özlem	Berk	Albachten	(2014),	Kathleen	Davis	(2014),	and	Henrik	Gottlieb	
(2018)	 in	 the	 2010s.	 Jakobson’s	 division	 has	 been	 examined	 from	multiple	 perspectives	 –	
semiotic,	cultural,	sociological,	historical,	philosophical.	On	the	whole,	the	criticism	has	been	
directed	at	the	following	aspects:	the	typology’s	relationship	with	interpretation;	its	scope;	its	
treatment	 of	 polysemiotic	 mediums;	 its	 neglection	 of	 linguistic	 borders’	 tentativeness;	 its	
assuming	 minimal	 unit	 of	 translation;	 its	 embeddedness	 in	 the	 monolingual	 paradigm.	
Whatever	 the	 theorists’	 concerns,	 Jakobson’s	 classification	 has	 not	 only	 proven	 to	 have	 an	
enduring	 impact	 but	 represents	 a	 historic	 breakthrough	 in	 expanding	 the	 concept	 of	
translation.	
As	 outlined	 in	 the	 background	 chapters,	 two	 alternative	 classifications	 have	 derived	








virtue	 of	 multidimensionality,	 which	 –	 although	 its	 greatest	 strength	 –	 makes	 the	
systematisation	all	 too	elaborate	 for	general	purposes;	nevertheless,	 it	could	be	suitable	 for	
more	specialised	discussions.	
8.2	Research	Findings	
Inspired	 by	 the	 so-called	 Balkan	 Babel,	 that	 is	 the	 case	 of	 Serbo-Croatian’s	 administrative	
substitution	with	a	greater	number	of	individual	languages,	this	dissertation	has	argued	that	
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of	 these	 inconsistencies,	 particularly	 in	 cultural	 terms.	 The	 body	 of	 this	 dissertation	 has	
embraced	 an	 asymmetrical	 format.	 Structured	 around	 the	 proposal	 that	 the	 translational	
relations’	instability	can	be	found	in	at	least	three	different	contexts	–	temporal,	spatial,	textual	
–	each	chapter	studying	the	instability’s	causes,	that	is	three	of	them	altogether,	has	focused	on	


























The	 paragraphs	 below	 will	 explain	 what	 proves	 the	 aforementioned	 hypotheses	 true	 and	
present	the	overall	conclusions	of	this	project.	
Deriving	 from	 Jakobson’s	 disregard	 for	 translational	 relations’	 multidimensionality,	
Chapter	 4	 has	 used	 the	 South	 Slavic	 folk	 ballad	Hasanaginica	 to	 interrogate	 the	 temporal	
dimension	of	intra-	and	interlingual	translation.	The	ballad	belongs	to	the	Serbian,	Croatian,	and	
Bosnian	cultural	heritage	and,	in	the	aftermath	of	Serbo-Croatian	ramification,	it	has	become	a	
source	 of	 various	 ambiguities	 that	 impede	 the	 identification	 of	 its	 language.	 Having	 been	
transformed	from	orature	to	literature,	Hasanaginica	is	characterised	not	only	by	the	existence	
of	 multiple	 variants,	 such	 as	 Fortis’	 text	 and	 the	 Split	 Manuscript,	 but	 also	 by	 multiple	
reductions	of	these	variants,	such	as	Stefanović	Karadžić’s	two	reductions	of	Fortis’	text.	The	




The	 unstated	 premise	 of	 Jakobson’s	 concepts	 is	 that	 in	 order	 to	 establish	 what	 is	
translated	inside	and	what	outside	the	language,	one	needs	to	be	able	to	specify	the	so-called	
‘source’	and	the	‘target’	language.	The	chapter’s	diachronic	perspective	has	revealed	that	the	
problem	of	 this	premise	 lies	 in	one’s	 inability	 to	always	 clearly	determine	what	 counts	as	a	
language,	especially	in	the	pre-standardisation	era.	What	is	more,	the	chapter	has	shown	that	
the	 language’s	 evolutionary	 tendencies	 often	 blur	 its	 temporal	 borders.	 The	 invention	 of	
writing	systems,	however,	has	allowed	literature	to	transcend	its	original	historical	context	and	
travel	 through	 time.	 Hasanaginica’s	 departure	 from	 the	 original	 context,	 along	 with	 its	
language’s	 historical	 changes	 in	 unity	 and	 identity,	 has	 created	 an	 acute	 asymmetry	 that	
prevents	 us	 from	 naming	 the	 language	 of	 the	 ballad	 and,	 consequently,	 determining	 its	
translational	relations.	All	of	these	things	confirm	the	hypothesis	that	intra-	and	interlingual	
translation	depend	on	the	way	speech	varieties	or	lects	are	delimited.	
Chapter	 4’s	 analysis	 gives	 legitimacy	 to	 the	 previous	 assumptions	 that	 intra-	 and	
interlingual	 translation	 were	 conceived	 on	 the	 premise	 of	 synchrony.	 In	 a	 diachronic	
perspective,	they	are	suitable	for	those	cases	where	linguistic	unity	has	remained	unchanged,	
yet	 their	usefulness	becomes	 limited	 in	 cases	of	 linguistic	discontinuity	–	as	exemplified	by	
Serbo-Croatian	 lects.	During	the	various	phases	of	 the	Serbo-Croatian	 lects’	standardisation,	
the	 mutual	 intelligibility	 between	 their	 different	 varieties	 has	 remained	 almost	 entirely	
unaffected	–	proving	the	hypothesis	that	mutual	intelligibility	does	not	affect	linguistic	borders.		
The	 chronological	 overview	 of	 Serbo-Croatian	 lects,	 provided	 in	 Chapter	 4,	 has	
catalogued	 their	dynamic	 social	 regulation	 from	 the	earliest	 codification	attempts.	Over	 the	
decades,	 they	 have	 been	 brought	 together	 and	 separated	 as	 a	 result	 of	 social	 actions.	 This	
confirms	the	hypothesis	that	the	social	criterion	does	play	a	role	in	the	delimitation	of	languages	
and,	by	extension,	the	constitution	of	translational	relations.	This	further	implies	that,	where	
standard	 varieties	 are	 involved,	 translational	 relations	 cannot	 be	 identified	 merely	 on	 the	
grounds	 of	 the	 linguistic	 criterion;	 rather,	 translational	 relations	 become	 contingent	 upon	
social	and	political	factors	too,	more	specifically	on	the	lects’	diachronic	codification.	
While	Chapter	4	has	demonstrated	the	ways	in	which	translational	relations	behave	on	
the	 temporal	 axis,	 Chapter	 5	 has	 explored	 translational	 relations’	 conduct	 in	 the	 spatial	
dimension.	 The	 inspiration	 for	 this	 chapter	 stems	 from	 the	afterlife	 of	 Sremac’s	 novel	Zona	
Zamfirova,	 composed	primarily	 in	 the	Prizren-Timok	dialect	of	 the	Serbian	 language.	Šotra’s	
ecranisation	of	Zona	Zamfirova	 from	2002	was	sensitive	to	 the	dialect’s	authenticities.	 In	 its	
distribution	across	former	Yugoslav	countries,	the	film	was	subtitled	into	some	of	the	Serbo-
Croatian	 successor	 languages.	 Exposed	 thereby	 was	 the	 Serbian	 speakers’	 impaired	
intelligibility	of	 their	 language’s	Prizren-Timok	dialect,	which	 stood	 in	 stark	 contrast	 to	 the	





presumed	 proximity	 between	 Serbian	 and	 Croatian	 modern	 standards,	 on	 the	 other.	 The	
diachronic	research	suggests	that	the	development	of	the	Prizren-Timok	historically	diverges	
from	 those	 of	 other	 Serbian	 –	 and	 likewise	 Croatian	 –	 lects	 of	 the	 Štokavian	 basis	 and	
corresponds	to	the	progression	of	the	Balkan	Sprachbund.	In	the	meantime,	while	the	Prizren-
Timok	was	distancing,	Croatian	and	Serbian	were	getting	closer	together	through	a	series	of	
joint	 codifications,	 which	 culminated	 in	 the	 Serbo-Croatian	 phase.	 Chapter	 5’s	 empirical	
research	–	carried	out	on	the	sample	of	average	speakers	of	standard	Serbian,	educated	in	the	
aftermath	 of	 the	 Serbo-Croatian	 ramification	 –	 has	 proven	 on	 a	 synchronic	 sample	 that	
standard	 Croatian	 is	 much	 easier	 to	 understand	 than	 the	 Prizren-Timok	 dialect.	 The	
confirmation	 comes	 from	 a	 double	 source:	 from	 the	 self-assessment	 and	 test	 results.	
Consequently,	the	empirical	part	of	research	confirms	the	hypothesised	statement	–	that	a	lack	
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relations	 suffer	 from	 instability	 on	 the	 synchronic	 as	much	 as	 on	 the	 diachronic	 front,	 the	
problems	of	which	were	diagnosed	in	Chapter	4.	The	synchronic	issues	stem	from	the	blurred	
boundaries	 between	 and	 within	 natural	 languages,	 which	 confirms	 the	 hypothesis	 that	
translational	relations	depend	on	the	internal	and	external	delimitation	of	languages.	
	 The	results	of	Chapter	5	are	in	alignment	with	those	of	Chapter	4,	as	both	indicate	that	
mutual	 intelligibility,	 or	 lack	 thereof,	 is	 not	 the	 necessary	 criterion	 for	 the	 separation	 of	
languages.	The	case	where	a	speaker	of	one	language	has	troubles	comprehending	a	dialect	of	
their	 own	 language,	 on	 the	 one	 hand,	 but	 understands	 an	 interlingual	 translation	 into	 an	
officially	 distinct	 language,	 on	 the	 other,	 proves	 that	 the	 linguistic	 criterion,	 measured	 by	





dimension,	 becomes	 vital	 in	 postulating	 linguistic	 borders	 and,	 by	 extension,	 translational	
relations.	Linguistic	borders,	however,	can	be	upset	on	a	much	smaller	scale	–	that	of	a	text.	The	
dissertation	 has	 concentrated	 on	 the	 pertinence	 of	 a	 textual	 context	 through	 Chapter	 6’s	
examination	of	translational	relations’	behaviour	in	a	multilingual	environment.	
With	 a	 view	 to	 opposing	 the	 dominance	 of	 a	 monolingual	 paradigm	 across	 literary	
studies,	Chapter	6	has	focused	on	Albahari’s	short	story	‘Learning	Cyrillic’,	which	spotlights	the	
Serbian	community	in	Canada.	‘Learning	Cyrillic’	exemplifies	a	linguistically	hybrid	text,	in	that	
the	 generally	 Serbian	 writing	 is	 interspersed	 with	 concrete	 traces	 of	 the	 Native	 American	
Blackfoot	language,	whereas	the	English,	although	physically	absent,	dwells	in	the	story	with	
the	 help	 of	 fictional	 multilingualism.	 Elias-Bursać’s	 graphically	 and	 linguistically	 aware	
translation	of	‘Learning	Cyrillic’	into	English	not	only	preserves	the	Blackfoot	phrases	found	in	
the	original,	but	 leaves	a	 couple	of	 short	 sentences	 in	 the	 source	 language	of	 Serbian,	 as	an	
illustration	 of	 the	 Cyrillic	 content.	 Her	 translation	 is	 attentive	 not	 only	 to	 the	 function	 of	
multilingual	 insertions	 but	 to	 the	 aesthetic	 capacity	 of	 Serbian	 dual	 orthography	 that	
simultaneously	utilises	both	the	Cyrillic	and	Latin	script.	






to	 fit	 each	 project’s	 specific	 needs,	 which	 would	 mitigate	 the	 problems	 of	 multilingual	
literature’s	destabilised	translational	relations	to	an	extent.	Finally,	as	the	‘source’	and	‘target’	
language(s)	have	to	be	pinpointed	locally	in	a	multilingual	environment,	translational	relations	
depend	on	 the	establishment	of	 a	 contextual	 framework.	Chapters	4	and	5	have	upheld	the	
pertinence	 of	 a	 contextual	 framework	 with	 reference	 to	 temporal	 and	 spatial	 dimensions;	
Chapter	6’s	analysis	of	the	textual	context	has	added	the	last	piece	to	the	puzzle	by	reconfirming	




instability,	 the	thesis	has	moved	onto	the	analysis	of	 its	effects.	To	demonstrate	the	ways	 in	
which	the	Balkan	Babel	scenario	can	impact	the	cultural	sphere,	Chapter	7	has	concentrated	on	







institutional	 constraints,	 commercial	 character	of	 the	publishing	 industry,	 and	wider	public	
disinterest.	After	identifying	the	consequences	that	linguistic	discontinuity	has	upon	literary	
circulation	 of	 Serbian	 literature	 in	 the	 Anglosphere,	 the	 thesis	 has	 attempted	 to	 propose	
systematic	 measures	 that	 could	 remove	 the	 existing	 impediments.	 The	 guardians	 of	
marginalised	 languages	ought	 to	 formulate	viable	 long-term	strategies	 for	 the	promotion	of	
their	 languages	and	cultures	abroad.	This	 is	particularly	 true	 for	 the	languages	the	status	of	
which	 has	 become	 ill-defined	 in	 international	 circles	 as	 a	 consequence	 of	 linguistic	
fragmentation.	To	avoid	 confusion,	 it	 should	be	ensured	 that	Serbo-Croatian	 successors	are	








scholarship	 on	 the	 topic,	 which	 has	 been	 almost	 exclusively	 theoretical,	 this	 project	 has	
supplemented	 the	 theoretical	 refinement	with	 ample	 empirical	 evidence.	 Furthermore,	 this	




	 In	conceptual	 terms,	 this	dissertation	has	also	been	valuable	 in	pointing	towards	the	
tentative	 nature	 of	 the	 term	 ‘language’.	 While	 keen	 to	 stress	 the	 importance	 of	 delimiting	
language	 as	 a	 whole	 and	 related	 linguistic	 structures	 for	 scientific	 purposes,	 the	 project	
acknowledged	the	impossibility	of	clearly	distinguishing	real-world	boundaries	between	and	
within	natural	languages.	The	durability	and	firmness	of	linguistic	borders	was	examined	both	
in	 the	 temporal	 and	 spatial	 dimension,	 which	 has	 proven	 their	 evolutionary	 rather	 than	




Croatian	 lects	 have	 been	 regulated	 by	 the	 respective	 state	 bodies	 has	 exposed	 the	 social	
background	 of	 changes	 altering	 linguistic	 unity	 and	 identity.	 In	 this	 context,	 the	 utility	 and	

















so-called	 myth	 of	 monolingualism.	 Perhaps	 more	 importantly,	 it	 has	 pointed	 towards	 the	
importance	 of	 not	 presupposing	 the	 monolingual	 nature	 of	 the	 content	 in	 a	 translational	
perspective.	 Hybrid	 experimentations	 have	 served	 as	 another	 channel	 for	 the	 analysis	 of	













has	 received	minimal	 scholarly	 attention	 and	 any	 advancement	 in	 this	 direction	 should	 be	
deemed	valuable.	In	comparison	to	most	literary	traditions,	the	corpus	of	Serbian	literature	has	
been	 affected	 by	 linguistic	 discontinuity.	 Difficult	 as	 it	 is	 to	 track	 large-scale	 phenomena,	 a	
portion	 of	 this	 thesis	 has	 been	 devoted	 to	 sketching	 the	 post-ramification	 trends,	 thereby	
revealing	that	linguistic	discontinuity	has	hindered	the	Serbian	literature’s	circulation	rate	and	
reduced	its	visibility	in	international	circles.	If	diagnosing	the	problem	is	the	first	step	towards	




identified.	 For	 those	 interested	 in	 conceptual	 nuancing,	 of	 special	 interest	 could	 be	 several	
terminological	pairs.	First	of	all,	 intra-	and	 interlingual	 translation,	 focal	 to	 this	dissertation,	
could	be	further	fortified	through	the	exploration	of	different	contexts	and	cases	where	they	
undergo	a	change.	Secondly,	the	third	component	of	Jakobson’s	original	tripartition	–	that	is	
intersemiotic	 translation	 –	 could	 be	 revisited	 against	 the	 somewhat	 overlapping	 concept	 of	
adaptation.	Thirdly,	the	notions	of	source	and	target	–	be	it	language,	text,	culture,	or	something	
else	–	have	proven	to	be	in	dire	need	of	a	reassessment.	Fourthly,	source	text	and	original	text,	
sometimes	 used	 interchangeably,	 have	 also	 been	 somewhat	 problematic	 and	 a	 detailed	







Especially	 suitable	 for	 this	 study’s	 reaffirmation	and	expansion	would	be	an	analysis	of	 the	
presently	 acute	 rift	 between	 Hindi	 and	 Urdu	 or	 between	 Bahasa	 Malaysia	 and	 Bahasa	
Indonesia.	Of	course,	more	adequate	cases	could	as	well	be	extracted	from	history.	
As	 for	 Serbo-Croatian	 lects,	 translational	 relations	 and,	 more	 generally,	 translation	
practices	 among	 separate	 standards	 remain	 a	 highly	 underexplored	 area.	 To	 that	 end,	 it	
becomes	highly	germane	to	examine	the	complex	ways	in	which	translation	is	treated	in	the	
post-disintegration	 era.	Worthy	 of	 inquiry	 are	 the	 lasting	 effects	 that	 the	newly	 formulated	
translation	policies	have	upon	cultural,	legal,	social,	and	many	other	spheres.		
Multilingualism,	which	has	started	to	emerge	as	a	sight	of	growing	scholarly	attention,	





unearthing	 deeper	 cultural	 ties	 and	 identifying	 the	 points	 of	 cross-contamination	 that	 the	
hybrid	expression	embodies.	
Finally,	this	dissertation	could	provide	a	fruitful	point	of	departure	for	future	projects	
that	 wish	 to	 trace	 literary	 circulation.	 A	 more	 sophisticated	 account	 of	 the	 ways	 in	 which	
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	 2016	 2013	 2009	 2006	 2002	 1998	 1995	 1990	 1986	
Bosnian	
	 0	 0	 55	 8	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	
Croatian	
	 0	 1	 44	 24	 3	 1	 11	 0	 0	
Serbian	









































































Belgrade.	 She	 holds	 a	 BA	 and	 MA	 in	 English	 Language,	 Literature,	 and	 Culture	 from	 the	
University	of	Belgrade	and	an	MA	in	English	Literature	from	the	University	of	Warwick,	UK.	
At	the	Institute	for	Literature	and	Art	in	Belgrade,	she	is	involved	in	the	project	Serbian	






York),	UK	 (Cambridge),	Finland	 (Helsinki),	 the	Netherlands	 (Utrecht),	Austria	 (Vienna),	 and	
Serbia	(Belgrade).	
She	 attended	 Cornell	 University’s	 School	 of	 Critical	 Theory,	 the	 University	 of	 East	
Anglia’s	Translation	Summer	School,	and	Harvard	University’s	Institute	for	World	Literature.	
She	was	awarded	multiple	grants	and	scholarships,	including	postgraduate	scholarships	
from	 the	 Serbian	 Ministry	 of	 Education,	 Science,	 and	 Technological	 Development	 and	 the	
British	 Comparative	 Literature	 Association;	 conference	 travel	 grants	 from	 the	 American	
Modern	Language	Association,	 the	Austrian	Academy	of	Sciences,	 the	British	Association	 for	
Slavonic	and	East	European	Studies;	summer	programme	tuition	scholarships	from	Harvard’s	
Institute	for	World	Literature	and	Cornell’s	School	of	Criticism	and	Theory.	
She	is	a	member	of	the	International	Comparative	Literature	Associations’	Committee	
on	Translation	Studies.	
Research	interests:	literary	translation,	multilingualism,	and	sociology	of	translation.
 
	
	 	
 
	
	 	
 
	
